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WEDNESDAY, MAY 9, 1956 


Unrrep States SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON LEGISLATION AFFECTING THE 
Foop anp Drug ADMINISTRATION, 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON LABor AND Pustic WELFARE, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met at 10 a. m., pursuant to notice, in room 224 
of the Senate Office Building, Senator James E. Murray (chairman 
of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Present: Senators Murray, McNamara, and Bender. 

Present also: William G. Reidy and Mary DiDio of the committee’s 
professional staff. 

Senator Murray. The hearing will come to order, please. 

The hearings which we are opening today on ieaaiibiied inspection 
of poultry to protect consumers. are several decades late in getting 
started. 

Congress enacted the Meat Inspection Act 50 years ago, in 1906, 
to give consumers protection from unsanitary and unwholesome red 
meats. In 1950 we amended that act to provide for compulsory 
inspection of horsemeat intended for human consumption. We have 
for decades had pure food and drug laws which protected consumers 
against other unwholesome or mislabeled foods and drugs. 

But we have not to this time provided for compulsory inspection 
of poultry products. This is in spite of the fact that the public health 
service reports that an average of one-third of reported cases of food 
poisoning are traced each year to poultry or poultry diseases. Addi- 
tionally, we have periodic outbreaks of virus diseases, parti icul: irly 
among poultry-plant workers, causing extensive illnesses and even 
deaths. 

I do not anticipate any great disagreement with the overall objec- 
tive of this measure—compulsory inspection. Everyone with whom 
I have talked in the departments of the Government and in the poultry 
industry agree that it is needed. 

The responsible members of the industry are all for it. They are 
aided, as well as consumers, by the imposition of inspection on the 
minority of chiselers who compete unfairly even at the risk of human 
health and human life. 

There appears to be some disagreement about where the poultry 
inspection work should be done. It is my own very strong belief that 
since protection of consumers is the fundamental objective of i inspec- 
tion, that the work should go to the Food and Drug Administration in 
the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare. 

However, because red meat inspection is in the Bureau of Animal 
Industry, and it has established a splendid record of protecting the 
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consumers, it 1s argued by others with some force that the inspection 
work should be done by that experienced agency. It is argued by still 
others, with considerably less force, that the poultry inspection work 
should continue in an agency of the De arco of Agriculture which 
is primarily concerned with farmers’ marketing problems. 

It is my hope that these hearings will fully explore the consumer 
interest and requirements needed to assure adequate consumer pro- 
tection, which is the special interest of this committee. 

L have been convinced that S. 3176 should be amended to exempt 
from inspection poultry slaughtered, dressed, and sold to the ultimate 
consumer by farmers themselves, such as Maryland or Virginia farm- 

ers who bring some of their own dressed poultry here to the District 
of Columbia markets for direct sale, or deliver them direct to the 
homes of their customers. I shall offer such an amendment to S. 3176. 

I think that is a very appropriate thing to do. I remember I used 
to buy chickens from the milkman who brought me milk and, of course, 
they were dressed and fresh and we never had any trouble about it. 

This measure does not attempt to establish compulsory inspection 
of poultry in intrastate commerce. The States can provide such in- 
spection and there is a constitutional question involved in imposing 
such Federal inspection. If there are compelling reasons why Federal 
inspections are necessary in this field, we would “be glad to hear them, 
although it is my own feeling at this point that it is best to omit such 
a provision. 

Our subcommittee has invited representatives of Government agen- 
cies, farm organizations, State health officials, veterinary medical 
groups, labor, consumers and other groups to appear at these hearings 
and the requests for time indicate a very widespread interest. 

I have a large number of letters, telegrams. and statements in regard 
to this bill. These reflect unanimous agreement, at least s » far as 
I have been able to keep up with them, on the eiceabaliter of com- 
pulsory inspection. 

There is some disagreement on where the inspection work should be 
located. These messages will be included in the record. 

(The bill, S. 3176, and reports thereon are as follows:) 


[S. 3176, 84th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To amend the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetie Act. so as to prohibit the move- 
ment in interstate or foreign commerce of unsound, unhealthful, diseased, unwholesome, 
or adulterated poultry or poultry products 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic 
Act is hereby amended by adding at the end thereof the following new chapter: 


CHAPTER X—Povuutry INSPECTION 
“DEFINITIONS 


“Sec. 1001. For the purposes of this chapter— 
“(a) The term ‘commerce’ means commerce within the District of Columbia, 
or any Territory or possession of the United States: all commerce between any 
point in a State, Territory, possession, or the District of Columbia and any 
point outside thereof; all commerce between points within the same State 
through any place outside such State; and all other commerce over which the 
United States has jurisdiction. 

“(b) The term ‘poultry and poultry products’ means any slauglitered, domes- 
ticated bird or commercially produced game bird, or part thereof, intended for 
human consumption. 
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“(c) The term ‘adulterated’ shall apply to poultry and poultry products under 
one or more of the following circumstances : 

“(1) If they bear or contain any poisonous or deleterious substance which 
may render them injurious to health: but, in case the substance is not an added 
substance, such poultry and poultry products shall not be considered adulterated 
under this clause if the quantity of such substance in such poultry and poultry 
products does not ordinarily render them injurious to health 

“(2) If they bear or contain any added poisonous or added deleterious sub 
stance, unless such substance is permitted in their production or unavoidable 
under good manufacturing practices as may be determined by rules and regula 
tions hereunder prescribed by the Secretary or other provisions of Federal law 
limiting or tolerating the quantity of such added substance on or in such poultry 
and poultry products: Provided, That any quantity of such added substance 
exceeding the limits so fixed shall also be deemed to constitute adulteration 

“(3) If they consist in whole or in part of any filthy, putrid, or decomposed 
substance, or if they are otherwise unfit for food 

“(4) If they have been processed, prepared, packed, or held under unsanitary 
conditions, whereby they may have become contaminated with filth, or whereby 
they may have been rendered injurious to health 

“(5) If they are, in whole or in part, the product of diseased poultry or of 
poultry which has died otherwise than by slaughter. 

“(6) If their container is composed, in whole or in part, of any poisonous 
or deleterious substance which may render the contents injurious to health 

“(7) If any substance has been substituted, wholly or in part, therefor 

“(S) If damage or inferiority has been concealed in any manner. 

“(d) The term ‘official inspection mark’ means the official device or insignia 
of the Poultry Inspection Service, formulated pursuant to rules and regulations 
prescribed by the Secretary, certifying poultry or poultry products as to fitness 
for use as human food, which is applied to poultry or poultry products, or upon 
or within the containers thereof. 

“(e) The term ‘carcass’ means any poultry carcass. 

“(f) The term ‘denatured’ means subjected to the application of crude oil, 
kerosene, or other material or procedure, so as to preclude use for human 
consumption. 

“(g) The term ‘poultry-processing establishment’ means any establishment in 
which any processing operation as defined in this section is conducted 

“(h) The term ‘processing’ means any operation or combination of operations 
whereby poultry which is intended for sale for human consumption js killed, 
dressed, eviscerated, cut up, heat treated, canned, packed, repacked, reprocessed, 
or changed in size, shape, or form for marketing for human consumption and 
includes the combining of poultry and poultry products with other edible in 
gredients for marketing for human consumption. 

“(i) The term ‘processing for commerce’ means any processing of poultry 
and poultry products for movement in commerce at any time prior to its in- 
tended consumption as human food, or any processing thereof for sale in the 
District of Coluinbia or any Territory or possession of the United States. 

“(j) The term ‘Poultry Inspection Service’ means the official Government 
service established pursuant to this chapter in the Department as a part of the 
Food and Drug Administration for the inspection for wholesomeness of poultry 
and poultry products, and the performance of other official duties relating to 
the carrying out of the provisions of this chapter. 

“(k) The term ‘inspector’ means an employee of the Poultry Inspection Serv- 
ice who is duly authorized to inspect live poultry or poultry products and per- 
form other official duties relating to the carrying out of the provisions of this 
chapter. 

“(1) The term ‘container’ includes any box, can, pot, tin, cloth, plastic, jar, or 
other receptacle or covering. 


“PROHIBITED ACTS 


“Sec. 1002. On and after January 1, 1957, the following acts and the causing 
thereof are hereby prohibited : 

(1) Delivering or receiving for transportation or transporting in commerce 
any poultry or poultry products which have not been inspected, examined, and 
marked with an official inspection mark. 

“(2) Forging, counterfeiting, or simulating, or without proper authority 
using, defacing, destroying, detaching, or altering any official inspection mark 
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or failing to use, failing to deface, failing to destroy, or failing to detach any 
official inspection mark, as directed by rules and regulations hereunder pre- 
scribed by the Secretary. 

“(3) Forging, counterfeiting, or simulating, or without proper authority using, 
dfacing, destroying, detaching, or altering any official certificates or documents, 
or failing to use, failing to deface; failing to destroy, or failing to detach any 
official certificates or documents as directed by rules and regulations hereunder 
prescribed by the Secretary. 

“(4) Offering for sale or selling for human consumption, whether at wholesale 
or retail, in the District of Columbia or in any Territory or possession of the 
United States, any poultry or poultry products from a poultry processing estab- 
lishment engaged in processing for commerce which has not been inspected, 
certified, and marked or labeled with an official inspection mark in accordance 
with the provisions of this chapter as directed by rules and regulations here- 
under prescribed by the Secretary. 

“(5) Refusing to permit access, at all reasonable times, to the premises of an 
establishment engaged in processing poultry and poultry products for commerce, 
of inspectors and other employees of the Poultry Inspection Service. 

“(6) Refusing to permit access to or the copying of any records of an estab- 
lishment engaged in processing poultry and poultry products for commerce by 
inspectors or other employees of the Poultry Inspection Service where such 
records are relevant to the purposes of this chapter. 


“INJUNCTION PROCEEDINGS 


“Sec. 1003. (a) The district courts of the United States and the United States 
courts of the Territories shall have jurisdiction, for cause shown, and subject 
to the provisions of section 17 (relating to notice to opposite party) of the Act 
entitled ‘An Act to supplement existing laws against unlawful restraints and 
monopolies, and for other purposes’, approved October 15, 1914, as amended, to 
restrain violations of section 1002. 

“(b) In case of violation of an injunction or restraining order issued under 
this section, which also constitutes a violation of this Act, trial shall be by the 
court, or, upon demand of the accused, by a jury. Such trial shall be conducted 
in accordance with the practice and procedure applicable in the case of pro- 
ceedings subject to the provisions of section 22 of such Act of October 15, 1914, 
as amended. 


“PENALTIES 


“Sec. 1004. (a) Any person who violates any of the provisions of section 1002 
shall be guilty of a misdemeanor and shall on conviction thereof be subject to 
imprisonment for not more than one year, or a fine of not more than $1,000, 
or both such imprisonment and fine; but if the violation is committed after a 
conviction of such person under this section has become final, such person shall 
be subject to imprisonment for not more than three years, or a fine of not more 
than $10,000, or both such imprisonment and fine. 

“(b) Notwithstanding the provisions of subsection (a), in case of a violation 
of any of the provisions of section 1002, with intent to defraud or mislead, the 
penalty shall be imprisonment for not more than three years, or a fine of not 
more than $10,000, or both such imprisonment and fine. 


“ANTE MORTEM INSPECTION, AND SO FORTH 


“Sec. 1005. On and after anuary 1, 1957, for the purpose of preventing the 
entry into or flow or movement in commerce of poultry and poultry products 
which are unsound, unhealthful, diseased, unwholesome, adulterated, or other- 
wise unfit for human food, the Secretary shall cause to be made by inspectors, 
pursuant to rules and regulations hereunder prescribed, such ante mortem 
examination, inspection, quarantine, segregation, and condemnation of poultry 
about to be slaughtered as shall be necessary to prevent the slaughtering and 
further processing of sick or suspect poultry in poultry processing establishments 
engaged in processing for commerce. 


“post MORTEM EXAMINATION, AND SO FORTH 


“Sec. 1006. On and after January 1, 1957, for the purposes hereinbefore set 
forth, the Secretary, under rules and regulations by him prescribed, shall cause 
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to be made by inspectors, in each poultry processing establishment engaged in 
processing for commerce, a post mortem examination and inspection of the 
carcass of each bird processed. Carcasses and parts thereof of all birds found 
to be sound, healthful, wholesome, unadulterated, and fit for human food shall 
be labeled with the official inspection mark. All carcasses and parts thereof 
of birds found to be unsound, unhealthful, unwholesome, adulterated, or other- 
wise unfit for human consumption shall be marked, stamped, tagged, or labeled 
in appropriate language, pursuant to rules and regulations prescribed by the 
Secretary, declaring the completion of an inspection and the finding of unfitness 
of such carcass or part thereof for human consumption. All carcasses and parts 
thereof thus inspected and found to be unfit for human consumption shall be 
condemned and shall be promptly denatured or destroyed, under the supervision 
of an inspector, by the poultry processing establishment in which found, pursuant 
to rules and regulations prescribed by the Secretary, so as to prevent use of 
same as human food and preclude dissemination of disease through consump 
tion by animals. 


“REIN SPECTION 


“Sec. 1007. On and after January 1, 1957, under rules and regulations pre 
scribed by the Secretary, there shall be reinspection of carcasses and parts 
thereof as often as may be deemed necessary to insure fitness of poultry and 
poultry products for human consumption. The condemnation and destruction 
procedures prescribed hereunder shall be applicable if necessary, upon such 
reinspection, notwithstanding that such poultry or poultry products had been 
passed and certified in the previous inspection. 


“QUARANTINE AND SEGREGATION 


“Sec. 1008. On and after January 1, 1957, under rules and regulations pre- 
scribed by the Secretary, inspectors shall direct such quarantine or segregation 
of uninspected, suspect, or condemned live poultry or carcasses or parts thereof 
at poultry processing establishments as will prevent contamination of poultry 
and pouliry products which may be certified as edible for human consumption. 


“INSPECTION MARK ON CONTAINERS 


“Sec. 1009. When poultry or poultry products which have been duly certified 
hereunder as fit for human consumption shall be placed or packed in any con- 
tainer in any poultry processing establishment, the person processing same 
shall cause the official inspection mark to be placed upon the container, pursuant 
to rules and regulations prescribed by the Secretary. 


“INSPECTION MARK ON CARCASS OR PART 


“Sec. 1010. When duly certified poultry or poultry products are intended 
to be offered for retail sale and are to be shipped or removed from the poultry 
processing establishment without being placed or packed in any retail container 
labeled with the official inspection mark, the official inspection mark shall be 
placed upon or affixed to the carcass, part thereof, or other unit of poultry or 
poultry products. 


“SANITATION OF PREMISES, FACILITIES, AND EQUIPMENT 


“Sec. 1011. On and after January 1, 1957, each establishment engaged in 
processing poultry or poultry products for commerce shall construct, remodel, 
maintain, and operate its premises, facilities, and equipment pursuant to rules 
and regulations prescribed by the Secretary, to avoid rendering the poultry and 
poultry products therein handled unsound, unhealthful, diseased, unwholesome, 
adulterated, or otherwise unfit for human food. 


“SANITARY PROCESSING PRACTICES 


“Sec. 1012. On and after January 1, 1957, each establishment engaged in 
processing poultry or poultry products for commerce shall carry out such process- 
ing with constant application of sanitary practices, pursuant to rules and regula- 
tions prescribed by the Secretary, to avoid rendering the poultry and poultry 
products therein handled unsound, unhealthful, diseased, unwholesome, adul- 
terated, or otherwise unfit for human food. 
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“EFFECT OF FAILURE TO MAINTAIN STANDARDS OR PROCESSING PRACTICES, 
FORTH 


AND 80 


“Seo. 1013. On and after January 1, 1957, the maintenance, operations, and 
practices required under sections 1011 and 1012 shall be supervised by inspec 
tors, and upon the failure, neglect, or refusal of any establishment engaged in 
processing for commerce to adhere to required standards the inspectors, con 
formably to rules and regulations prescribed by the Secretary, shall refuse to 
allow the use of the official inspection mark upon any poultry and poultry: prod- 


ucts handled in such establishment, during the period of such failure, neglect 
or refusal. 


“POULTRY INSPECTION SERVICE OF FOOD AND DRUG ADMINISTRATION 
“Sec. 1014. There is hereby created in the Department, as a division of the 
Food and Drug Administration, the Poultry Inspection Service. The Secretary 
shall have the power to appoint, remove, and fix the compensation, in accord 
ance with existing laws, of such officers, inspectors, and employees of the 
Pou'!try Inspection Service as he deems necessary, including expenditures for 
rent outside the District of Columbia, travel, supplies, books, equipment, and 
such other expenditures as may he necessary to the administration of this 
chapter. 
“RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER ACTS 


“Sec. 1015. This chapter shall not be construed as (1) superseding or limiting 
the functions, under any other law, of the Secretary of Health, Education, and 
Welfare or the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, the Food and 
Drug Administration, the Surgeon General of the Public Health Service, or the 
Public Health Service, or of any other officer or agency of the United States, 
or (2) affecting or impairing the provisions of any treaty of the United States 


“PROMULGATION OF ORDERS, RULES AND REGULATIONS 


“Sec. 1016. The Secretary shall promulgate such orders, rules and regula- 
tions as he deems necessary to carry out the provisions of this Act. 


“SEPARABILITY 
“Sec. 1017. If any provision of this chapter is declared unconstitutional, 
or the applicability thereof to any person or circumstances is held invalid, the 
constitutionality of the remainder of the Act and the applicability thereof to 
other persons and circumstances shall not be affected thereby. 


“DATE OF EFFECT 


“Sec. 1018. This chapter shall take effect July 1, 1956: Provided, That all 
poultry and poultry products on hand, on January 1, 1957 at poultry processing 
establishments engaged in processing for commerce, shall be examined, labeled. 


and allowed to be sold in commerce, under such rules and regulations as the 
Secretary shall prescribe.” 


DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE, 


May 9, 1956. 
Hon. Lister Hirt, 


Chairman, Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: This letter is in response to your request of February 13, 
1956, for a report on 8S. 3176, a bill to amend the Federal Food, Drug, and Cos- 
metic Act, so as to prohibit the movement in interstate or foreign commerce 
ot unsound, unhealthful, diseased, unwholesome, or adulterated poultry or 
poultry products. 

This bill would provide for the establishment in the Food and Drug Adminis- 
tration of the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare of a poultry 
inspection service. Such services would be for the purpose of extending the 
enforcement of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act to provide mandatory 
inspection of poultry and poultry products which are distributed in interstate 
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commerce. The service would supply adequate ante mortem and post mortem 
examination and inspection of all poultry and poultry preducts which move 
or are intended to move in interstate commerce. It would be designed to pro 
tect the public against purchase and consumption of diseased, spoiled, and 
otherwise unwholesome poultry aud poultry products by authorizing a complete 
inspection at the point of slaughtering and dressing. The bill provides definitions 
of adulterated poultry that are consistent with the present adulteration provi- 
sions of the Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act and includes pecessary provisions for 
inspection and penalties for violations. It provides for the use of official in 
spection marks for the identification of inspected poultry. 

The experience and observation of the Food and Drug Administration and the 
Public Health Service convinces us of the need for a poultry inspection service 
of the nature provided for in this bill. Our views are supported from many 
sources, including the Institute of American Poultry Industries. This national 
trade organization of poultry processing and marketing firms in December 1955 
made public a resolution favoring the development and adoption of sound manda- 
tory inspection for poultry. There is strong demand for such inspection from 
the public generally and from persons engaged as Workers in poultry siaughter- 
ing and packing industries. 

We strongly endorse the provision which would require ante mortem inspectio: 
of poultry whenever there is any need therefor. We believe such a provision 
is necessary not only to detect sick and unhealthy birds which show the signs of 
such condition while alive, but also to eliminate from processing poultry which 
is capable of transmitting disease either to handlers and workers in the packing 
plants and the channels of distribution, or to housewives and consume:s 

We believe that in view of the fact that the Department of Agriculture is al 
ready responsible for the only other mandatory Federal meat inspection pro 
cram, i.e. the program under the Meat Inspection Act, the poultry inspection 
program proposed by this bill should likewise be entrusted to that Department. 
rhis would make it possible for the Secretary of Agriculture to maintain, as far 
aus practicable, uniform enforcement policy among the dilierent meat products, 
including poultry. Moreover, in order to carry out the provisions of this bill, 
a hew and separate unit in the Food and Drug Administration would have to be 
created. This would involve developing basic facilities and extensive personne! 
recruitment and training. Such a unit would have to be developed from the 
ground up. It appears inexpedient from the standpoint of the broad public 
interest for the Food and Drug Administration to undertake the added burden 
of establishing and maintaining a service of this kind at a time when it is 
tremendously concerned with the expansion of its stuff and facilities for gen- 
eral coverage and adequate enforcement of the Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act 
as a whole. Such a program of making adequate enforcement of our food and 
drug laws is underway in the Food and Drug Administration consistent with 
the recommendations of a citizens advisory committee. The recommended pro- 
gram contemplates expansion of the Food and Drug Administration threefold 
or fourfold in a period of 5 to 10 years. A new poultry inspection service as 
contemplated in this bill would in our judgment seriously interfere with and 
overtax the expansion of facilities of the Food and Drug Administration to the 
detriment of the public generally which is entitled to adequate coverage from a 
regulatory standpoint on all food, drug, and cosmetic products, as well as in 
poultry. 

Some technical revision or amendments appear necessary to bring the legis- 
lation more in line with the provisions of the meat inspection prograin. 

It appears that the proposed effective date is unrealistic since a considerable 
period of time would be needed for both industry and Government to prepare 
for such a service. 

We therefore recommend that the legislation be enacted after revision con 
sistent with the suggestions above. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that it perceives no objection to the sub- 
inission of this report to your committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
M. B, Foisom, Secretary. 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF LABOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, May 9, 1956 
Hon. Laster HILL, 
Chairman, Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, 
United States Senate, Washington, LD. C. 


Dear SENATOR HItv: This is in further response to your request for my com- 
ments on S. 3176, a bill to amend the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act, so 
as to prohibit the movement in interstate or foreign commerce of unsound, un- 
healthful, diseased, unwholesome, or adulterated poultry or poultry products. 

The bill would provide for inspection and stamping of poultry and poultry 
products in much the same manner as is now required for other types of meat 
products. 

The objectives of this bill seem to be most desirable. Aside from general bene- 
fits to the health of the Nation, the measure would afford greater protection for 
workers who, in the course of handling and processing poultry or poultry prod- 
ucts, may be exposed to dangerous diseases. It is appropriate that these workers, 
and the consuming public, should have the same Federal protection with regard 
to poultry products as with other types of meat. 

I note that a bill designed to accomplish the same purposes (S. 3588) has 
recently been introduced and referred to the Committee on Agriculture and For- 
estry. I would, however, prefer to leave specific comment on S. 3176 and other 
similar bills to those agencies more directly concerned with their administration 
and enforcement. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that it has no objection to the submission of 
this report. 

Sincerely yours, 
JAMES P. MITCHELL, 
Secretary of Labor. 





EXeEcutTive OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington, D. C., May 9, 1956. 
Hon. Lister HI, 
Chairman, Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: This is in response to your letter of February 13, 
1956, requesting the views of the Bureau of the Budget on S. 3176, to amend 
the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act, so as to prohibit the movement in 
interstate or foreign commerce of unsound, unhealthful, diseased, unwholesome, 
or adulterated poultry or poultry products. 

This bill would amend the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act to provide 
for the establishment in the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare of a 
Poultry Inspection Service. The Service would provide a mandatory inspection 
of poultry and poultry products which are distributed in interstate commerce, 
including adequate ante mortem and post mortem examination and inspection. 
The legislation is designed to protect the public against diseased, spoiled, or 
otherwise unwholesome poultry products by authorizing complete inspection at 
the point of slaughtering and dressing. Appropriate provisions for inspection 
and penalties and the use of official inspection marks to identify inspected 
poultry are provided. 

The Bureau of the Budget is in general agreement with the objectives of this 
bill. However, there are two aspects of the legislation which we believe merit 
further consideration. First, the bill would place the responsibility for this 
program with the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare. We believe 
that a poultry inspection program should be assigned to the Secretary of Agri- 
culture. The Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare and the Department 
of Agriculture, in reports to your committee, concur in this point of view. 

Secondly, the legislation as written is silent on the question of the collection 
of fees from processors and slaughterers for the inspection service. This is a 
question which the Bureau of the Budget believes the Congress will wish to 
consider. In this connection it should be noted that the Department of Agricul- 
ture now carries on, aS a marketing service available on a voluntary basis to 
poultry slaughterers and processors, a grading and inspection service for poultry 
and poultry products. This activity is financed largely by fees collected from 
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the slaughterers and processors. In fiscal year 1955, the latest year for which 
actual data are available, the total expenditure for the inspection phase of this 
service was $2,200,000, of which $2,100,000 was collected as fees from slaughterers 
and processors. 

The bill, if enacted, is expected to increase substantially the amount of poultry 
which is federally inspected. The collection of fees would offset the elimination 
or reduction of fees presently collected for the voluntary inspection service and 
simultaneously would avoid the necessity for a substantial increase in funds 
appropriated to carry on poultry inspection. 

Establishment of a fee structure would be consistent with the intent of Con- 
gress aS expressed in title V of the Independent Offices Appropriation Act of 
1952. We believe that, if fees are to be charged, the legislation should authorize 
the establishment of a revolving fund by which the Department administering 
the program might use the moneys deposited to the fund as fees 
without further legislative action. 

In summary, the Bureau of the Budget, while in accord with the general ob- 
jectives of the bill, recommends that the function be assigned to the Secretary 
of Agriculture and that the Congress consider the question of providing appro 
priate authority for the collection of fees. 

Sincerely yours, 


and charges 


Rorert BE. MERRIAM, 
Assistant to the Director. 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D. C.,. May 9, 1956. 
tion. LisTerR HILL, 
Chairman, Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, 
United States Senate. 

Deak Senator Hitt: This is in reply tO your request of February 13, 1956, 
for a report on S. 3176, a bill “To amend the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic 
Act, so as to prohibit the movement in interstate or foreign commerce of un- 
sound, unhealthful, diseased, unwholesome, or adulterated poultry or poultry 
products.” 

This Department recommends against enactment of this bill as now written, 
although it is sympathetic to the general objectives sought by 
legislation. 

This bill provides for amending the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act 
to prohibit the movement in interstate or foreign commerce of unsound, un- 
healthful, diseased, unwholesome, or adulterated poultry or poultry products. 
It makes provision for the establishment of a poultry inspection service as a 
division of the Food and Drug Administration, Department of Health, Educa- 
tion, and Welfare. It requires that on and after January 1, 1957, all poultry 
must be subjected to an ante mortem and post mortem examination by inspectors 
of the poultry inspection service in order to be eligible for shipment in inter- 
state or foreign commerce. It provides authority also for publication of rules 
and regulations regarding sanitation of premises, facilities, 
processing practices. 

Under the broad authority of the Agricultural Marketing Act of 1946, and 
the Meat Inspection Act which was originally passed in 1906, this Department 
has been actively conducting many food inspection programs. These include 
both voluntary and compulsory inspection programs. All of these activities 
are carried on under regulations established by the Secretary of Agriculture 
under the various authorities provided by Congress to bring stability to the 
industries concerned and promote trade and commerce in the products of those 
industries through adequate inspection services. These include inspection serv- 
ices for meat and poultry designed to assure the purchaser that he is receiving 
a product which is sound, healthful, wholesome and fit for human food. 

For more than 25 years, this Department has conducted a poultry inspection 
program on a voluntary basis. At present there are 280 poultry processing 
plants availing themselves of the service and paying about $2.4 million a year 
for its use. In addition, there is an appropriation of about $155,000 a year. 
Approximately 400 Department employees are engaged in the poultry inspection 
work. The core of this personnel consists of graduates from accredited veter- 
inary schools. 

The subject of compulsory poultry inspection has been considered by many 
segments of the poultry industry and there now is general agreement 
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such legislation is desirable. However, both the Department and the poultry 
industry strongly feel that the administration of such an activity should be 
the responsibility of the United States Department of Agriculture as an exten- 
sion of the voluntary vrogram already in operation. 

There are several other provisions of this bill with which the Department 
does not agree. The bill would put compulsory poaltry inspection into effect 
all inclusively January 1, 1957. This would be impractical from the point of 
view of both the administering agency and industry. We believe that not less 
than 3 years’ time should be provided to put such a compulsory act into opera- 
tion all inclusively. In the much shorter time that is proposed in the bill, the 
administering agency would find it virtually impossible to recruit and train 
a qualified staff to carry on compulsory inspection work. It also would be im- 
possible for those plants which would need to make alterations in construction 
and plant facilities to come into timely compliance with the regulations con- 
cerning facilities, equipment, and operating practices which might be required. 

Certain sections of the bill embody much restrictive detail that would actually 
hamper proper administration, as fer example, in the sections dealing with 
ante mortem examination and post mortem inspection. More desirable would 
be a provision 1equiring that ante mortem and post mortem inspections be pro- 
vided by the Sceretary of Agriculture under such rules and regulations as he 
may from time co time find necessary to effectuate the purposes of the act. 

The Bureau cf the Budget advises that there is no objection to the submission 
of this report. 

Sincerely yours, 
True DD. Morse, Acting Secretary. 

Senator Murray. Our first witness today is Mr. John L. Harvey, 
Deputy Commissioner of the Food and Drug Administration. 

Mr. Harvey, we are very happy to have you with us today. You 
may come forward and take a seat at the desk. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN L. HARVEY, DEPUTY COMMISSIONER OF 
THE FOOD AND DRUG ADMINISTRATION, DEPARTMENT OF 
HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE 


Mr. Harvey. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 
name is John L. Harvey, Deputy Commissioner of Food and Drugs. 
I regret that Commissioner Larrick was unable to be here to testify 
as to the views of the Department on S. 5176, the poultry-inspection 
bill. 

The Department is strongly in favor of the enactment of a workable, 
effective law which will establish an adequate inspection service to 
insure the wholesomeness of poultry sold to the public as a part of 
our food supply. There is a clear and present need for such an addi- 
tion to our food laws. This conclusion is drawn from the investiga- 
tions of both the Public Health Service and the Food and Drug Ad- 
ministration and is conceded by substantial segments of the poultry- 
packing industry. 

We feel that an adequate and effective inspection program must, 
as envisioned by this bill, include ante-mortem inspection of the live 
birds to every extent necessary to guard against infection of plant 
workers and prevent transmission of disease to consumers through 
both handling and eating poultry. 

Moreover, in order to be thoroughly workable and effective, and 
at the same time least burdensome to the industry, the substantive 
standards of the bill stating the conditions under which poultry and 
poultry products shall be entitled to pass inspection, or shall be con- 
sidered nonpassable, should meet as closely as feasible with the stand- 
ards of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act governing these 
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and other foods. The provisions of this bill defining the term “adaul- 
terated” would seem to meet this requirement. 

It is only by such conformance that confusion and inequity can 
be avoided and that the intolerable situation of having two different 
standards ean be escaped. There can be no assurance of accomplish- 
ing the purposes of the inspection without firm and positive definitions 
and guidelines in the law, 

In these and other substantive respects, the bill is, basically, well 
planned, and provides a sound framework to ac omplish its desirable 
objective, though. as I shall bring out, some substantive modifications 
are desirable. 

However, for two important reasons, we believe that this program, 
instead of being placed in the Food and Drug Administration as 
proposed by this bill, should be placed in the Department of Agri 
culture. In the first place, we feel that this is good commonsense. 
That Department is already charged with administration of the Fed 
eral Meat Inspection Act, which is the only existing mandatory inspec- 
tion program for meats and meshes with the Federal Food, Drug, 
and Cosmetic Act. 

Thus, it would be possible for the Secretary of Agriculture to uti 
lize the vast experience and know-how whic h has been developed in 
the meat-inspection program over a period of 50 years and to estab- 
lish and maintain uniformity of enforcement policy as between poultry 
and the other meat products. 

At the same time, inclusion, in the bill, of the substantive prince iples 
of the Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act in setting up special inspection 
for this one class of goods, would, without placing the inspection pro- 
gram in the Food and Drug Administration, tend to maintain consist- 
ency with our own regulatory and enforcement activities in relation to 
poultry and other foods: and this, together with utilization of proced- 
ural features like those employed under the Meat Inspection Act, 
should serve to preserve the judicial decisions that have been made 
under these acts during the past 50 years and which with the acts them- 
selves and the decisions thereunder establish firm and certain guide- 
lines and requirements and should reduce uncertainty as to interpreta- 
tion arising out of any lack of specificity in the requirements. 

The experience under these two acts provides a readymade frame- 
work for the creation and development of a program for poultry in- 
spection that should insure a first-class effective job in the consumer 
interest and bring this objective to a point of attainment in the quickest 
fashion. 

There is an additional reason why we believe that it would be 
desirable to place the program where we have suggested, that is the 
Department of Agriculture. We are appreciative of the en 
paid to the Food and Drug Administration by the sponsors of this bill 
in their proposal that the provisions of a poultry inspection service 
be carried out by us. 

We have always stood ready to assume any responsibility in the 
field of food law enforcement which is within our power to accept and 
to carry it out to the best of our ability. However, in all candor the 
Food and Drug Administration is not presently in a good position to 
develop a poultry inspection service of the magnitude indicated by 
this bill. 
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Following a study of our operations and functions by a citizens 
advisory committee and acting under the recommendations thereunder 
we are engaged in developing a program of expanding activity which 
eventually, it is hoped, will cones thorough and adequate coverage of 
all foods and drugs. 

In addition to the problems involved in developing such an expanded 
organization we also must concern ourselves with as much day-to-day 
enforcement of the general provisions of the food and drug laws as is 
possible under the resources available to us in order to give to the 
public the full measure of protection we can give on all the products 
of this nature that they buy. 

This is not, Mr. Chairman, a case where the Food and Drug Admin- 
istration is the only organization of the Government that can perform 
the proposed task. The Department of Agriculture, which as you 
know has the only existing mandatory inspection program for meats 
of any kind, has carried out inspection of red meat in an excellent 
fashion and done a fine job on red meat for a period of over 50 years. 

Finally, I should like to invite attention to two substantive amend- 
ments that seem to us to be desirable. The chairman has already 
spoken of at least one of these. 

Provisions are needed to exempt farmers who raise and sell only 
their own poultry to household consumers as a usual farm-to-house- 
hold transaction. 

In addition, as we understand is being recommended by the State 
Department, provisions are also needed to permit imports to be brought 
into this country under circumstances that would be consistent with 
our international agreements and that would insure that imported as 
well as domestic poultry will be of a quality that is wholly acceptable. 

Senator Murray. Mr. Reidy of the staff, who has made a very care- 
ful study of the matter, would like to ask you some questions, Mr. 
Harvey. 

Mr. Harvey. Very well, sir. 

Mr. Remy. Just to have our record clear, will you give us a statement 
of the overriding mission of the Food and Drug Administration ? 

Mr. Harvey. It is our duty, under the terms of the Food, Drug, and 
Cosmetic Act to maintain a regulatory inspection over the production 
and distribution for Interstate Commerce of all foods, drugs, medic- 
inal, or therapeutic devices and cosmetics that are produced and sold 
in interstate commerce, import commerce, or export commerce in the 
United States. 

That involves inspection for wholesomeness, for compliance with 
the technical features of the food and drug law, and for labeling and, 
in some instances, special packaging requirements. That inspection 
is of a regulatory nature, and it does not involve stationing inspectors 
in the plants and inspecting each item as it is processed or produced. 

Mr. Remy. We could brief that, I presume, by saying it is your func- 
tion to protect the public health. Is that your basic responsibility ? 

Mr. sm It is the protection of the public health, and the public 
pocketbook, as well. 

.Mr. Remy. And its pocketbook? 

_ Mr. Harvey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Remy. Would you regard a proposal for compulsory inspection 
of chickens as a measure to promote the public health or to promote 
agriculture ? 
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Mr. Harvey. It is a measure to effectively inspect poultry at pack- 
inghouses or point of production. That is most assuredly a public 
health measure. It inevitably, if carried out correctly, has the effect 
of protecting the public health. 

Mr. Remy. The Food and Drug Administration, of course, does a 
good deal of inspection nowadays. Could you give us some idea of 
the number of products or the types, or categories of preducts which 
you inspect / 

Mr. Harvey. Yes; I might say that the market value of the food 
supply of the Nation, which is generally subject to inspection under the 
food and drug law, is about $67 billion, of which around $2 billion 
is poultry. 

Now, the commodities that are involved are everything that you 
eat, Mr. Reidy. 

Mr. Remy. Including poultry? 

Mr. Harvey. Yes; there is red meat that is included only to the 
extent that the Meat Inspection Act does not apply, but laws of the 
type that we have before us proposed here, and like the Meat Inspec- 
tion Act, deal firmly with the condition and wholesomeness of the food 
product at the time of inspection. But these products are perishable 
in nature and in many instances there comes a time when it is still the 
Food and Drug Administration’s job to deal with it in the channels of 
commerce and trade when it may have changed its conditions. 

Mr. Remy. When you do undertake any inspections into any of this 
multiplicity of products, do you invariably use personnel that are in 
the employ of the Food and Drug Administration, or of the Federal 
Government ? 

Mr. Harvey. With the exception that the Secretary is empowered 
to commission food and drug officials and health officials of the various 
States and Territories as commissioned officers of the Department for 
the purpose of making investigations under the act as may be directed 
by the Secretary. 

Mr. Remy. Any investigations made by the Food and Drug Admin- 
istration would be made by Government employees, either Federal, 
State, or local employees? 

Mr. Harvey. That is right. 

Mr. Reipy. There are no instances, are there, in which the manu- 
facturer or distributor of a product who is being investigated hires 
the investigator ? 

Mr, Harvey. None whatsoever; no, sir. It is entirely a regulatory 
program. 

Mr. Remy. And no instances in which the owner of a plant which 
is under inspection could, himself, be the inspector ? 

Mr. Harvey. Not under the food and drug law; no, sir. 

Mr. Rerpy. Your inspectors, when they are on the job, do they have 
the power to condemn? 

Mr. Harvey. No; they do not. The regulatory affirmative actions 
taken under the law must utilize the United States Courts. 

Mr. Retpy. They can immediately stop the movement into com- 
merce of anything that they feel would come under the ban of the 
Food and Drug Act? 


Mr. Harvey. An inspector, you mean, in a summary action? 
Mr. Remy. Yes. 
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Mr. Harvey. No; he cannot. 

Mr. Reipy. He cannot stop that? 

Mr. Harvey. No; he has no quarantine power, or power to embargyu 
vested in him. He would have to take due legal process in order to 
restrain. 

Mr. Reiwy. But the legal process is available to him and it is his 
responsibility to see that it is invoked. 

Mr. Harvey. It is his responsibility in the range of his supervisors, 
and the latitude that may be given him. 

Mr. Reipy. Can you tell us what was the reason given for transfer- 
ring the Food and Drug Administration from the Department of 
Agriculture to the Federal Security Administration ? 

Mr. Harvey. The reasons given generally were that there was a 
measure of incompatibility between the administration of a regulatory 
inspection law such as the Food, Drug, and Cosmetics Act, and the 
fostering and sponsoring and promoting of production and marketing 
of the commodities that were involved in a regulatory act, that is the 
food items. 

Mr. Reipy. It was felt, was it not, that there might be a potential 
conflict of interest in having regulation administered by the same 
people whose primary job was to promote sales? 

Mr. Harvey. Of course, that term “conflict of interest,” had not been 
invented in 1940, or at least perhaps did not have exactly the same 
connotation that it has now. But I think that the answer to the 
question is “Yes.” 

Mr. Reiwy. I meant in the old-fashioned connotation, and not the 
modern. 

Mr. Harvey. Yes; that is right. 

Mr. Rerpy. Do your inspectors have the responsibility for inspect- 
ing vegetables moving into interstate commerce ? 

Mr. Harvey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Remy. Do you inspect vegetables even though they may have 
been graded by the United States Department of Agriculture? 

Mr. Harvey. Vegetables and other products that may have been 
graded. That is to say that the grading would not affect either juris- 
diction or interest if there was any reason to be interested in it. 

Mr. Remy. The fact that a product has been graded by the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture is not accepted as evidence of its purity ? 

Mr. Harvey. Not at all. My recollection is that the certificates 
issued by the Department of Agriculture carries a disclaimer as to 
such thing on its face. 

Mr. Rewy. Your agents have, upon occasion, condemned vegetables 
and fruits after they have been graded by the Department of Agricul- 
ture ? 

Mr. Harvey. Let us say that the district court has condemned. 

Mr. Rempy. Upon motion of your people? 

Mr. Harvey. Upon facts furnished by us. 

Mr. Remy. Is that true of chickens? 

Mr. Harvey. It has been true of chickens. 

Mr. Rey. Including chickens that have been not only graded but 
certified for wholesomeness ? ; 

Mr. Harvey. Yes; I think that is correct. 

Mr. Rewy. If I remember correctly, your Department put out a 
rather unusual press release a week or so ago, involving a so-called 
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cancer cure. There are a good many people who invest what is for 
them a considerable amount of money im promoting various types of 
patented and unrecognized cancer cures, and there are people who 
have spent a good deal of money promoting green toothpaste, and 
things like that ? 

Mr. Harvey. That is right; there are; yes, sir. 

Mr. Remy. Now, suppose the Secretary of Health, Education, and 
Welfare had the responsibility of promoting the sales of products and 
at the same time he was responsible for the proper operation of the 
Food and Drug Administration. Might there be difliculty between 
the divisions within the same agency if you found something objec- 
tionable from a health peint of view in one of these operations and 
some other division ch: arged with the promotion of the sales of dr ugs 
or green toothpaste or something ce involved in the same agency ¢ 

Mr. Harvey. Well, it would be the conclusion of this witness that 
such a situation might call for a balancing of interest. 

Mr. Remy. Under the present setup of the Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare, the Secretary of the Department is not apt 
to call you in just because some action you have taken to protect the 
public health has resulted in a great drop in the sales of a product. 

Mr. Harvey. Well, he might call me in to discuss the matter if the 
company or individual involved had seen its Senator and the Senator 
asked questions about it, and he would call me in to be sure he had all 
of the facts straight. 

Mr. Reiwy. And the only thing he would want to find out from you, 
1 should imagine, was whether you were justified from a health point 
of view in taking the action that you took. 

Mr. Harvey. I am not sure that he would ask me my opinion on 
the justification. I think that he would assume it. He might be 
critical of it himself, but I think that is a decision that he could make. 

Mr. Remy. As far as you are concerned, the decisions that your 
Department makes when they condemn or approve a particular prod- 
uct are based solely upon the health interest of the public, is that a 
correct statement ¢ 

Mr. Harvey. Yes, to the extent that the decision would involve a 
health question at all. 

Mr. Remy. Do you currently have the responsibility for assuring 
the public insofar as you can, that poultry is wholesome, that is, poul- 
try that is sold? 

Mr. Harvey. Yes. 

Mr. Remy. I notice in your testimony you say that you feel that 
any adequate and effective inspection program must include an ante- 
mortem Inspection ¢ 

Mr. Harvey. That is right, yes. 

Mr. Remy. Is that on the basis that, if the bird is dead before it 
reaches the inspector, there are various diseases that might not be 
apparent to the inspector which would have been, had he seen the 
live bird? 

Mr. Harvey. I am so advised by competent veterinarians. That is 
a broad conclusion for a lawyer to make, but I rely on the veterinarian, 

Mr. Remy. You say the Department which has the only mandatory 
inspection program for meats of any kind, that is the Department of 
Agriculture, has carried out the inspection of red meat in an excellent 
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fashion. Is there any other agency that you know of other than your 
own, and the red meat inspection division of the Department of Agri- 
culture that has operated successfully in mandatory inspection pro- 
grams ¢ 

Mr. Harvey. No; I am aware of none. 

Mr. Remy. There is no other division of the Department of Agri- 
culture that has? 

Mr. Harvey. Not that I am aware of. 

Mr. Retpy. So, presumably, two agencies have had training and 
experience in this particular field and personnel who know how to con- 
duct inspection programs without unduly interfering with the orderly 
marketing of a product, and they would be the red meat division of 
the Department of Agriculture, and your own Food and Drug Admin- 
istration ¢ 

Mr. Harvey. Mandatory and regulatory, yes. 

Mr. Remy. Those are all of the questions I have, Senator. 

Senator Murray. Thank you, Mr. Harvey. 

Senator McNamara. Before Mr. Harvey leaves, does this colloquy 
indicate that there is already authority within the Food and Drug 
Administration ¢ 

Mr. Remy. There is responsibility vested there. I have here a 
letter from the United States Department of Agriculture, which was 
sent people in response to a query as to whether they were not responsi- 
ble for assuring the safety and purity of poultry. In it the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture says: 

Ilowever, processed poultry moving in interstate commerce must meet require- 
ments of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act which is administered by the 
Food and Drug Administration of the Department of Health, Education, and 


Welfare. This agency has the responsibility and the authority to prevent adulter 
ated, unwholesome, and misbranded products from reaching the consuming 


public. 

The Department of Agriculture feels it is the responsibility of the 
Food and Drug Administration, apparently. 

Senator McNamara. Do you disagree with that? 

Mr. Harvey. I do not disagree. 

Senator McNamara. There is nothing in the present legislation then, 
that would prohibit you for entering into this field, without any new 
legislation ; is that correct ? 

Mr. Harvey. I think, perhaps, Senator, since this proposal here is 
the stationing of inspectors, and a sufficient number of inspectors, in 
‘ach individual plant, and providing inspectors for the inspection of 
live poultry, that is beyond the comprehension—this provides for an 
inspection of good birds, bad birds, and all birds. It makes it manda- 
tory that such birds be inspected and marked before they can enter 
into interstate commerce. 

That exceeds the provisions of the regulatory responsibility under 
the Food, Drug, and Cosmetics Act that is applicable to poultry and to 
all foods to insure its soundness and wholesomeness, but not with the 
machinery and the mechanics that are provided here. 

Senator McNamara. Well, then, you do not feel that you are pro- 
hibited under the existing legislation from doing this obvious job ? 

Mr. Harvey. Providing plant inspection, you mean ? 

Senator McNamara. Yes, that is right. 

Mr. Harvey. I do not think we are prohibited ; no, sir. 
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Senator McNAMARA. If that is the logical conclusio! , we need no 
ndditional legislation ; is that correct ? 

Mr. Reiny. I would feel that since the Food and Drug Administra 
tion has not been inspecting plants, and apparently — prosenes and 


consumer groups have all ‘agreed that there should be mandatory it 
spections, Mr. Harvey would like the authority spelled out, and cer 
tainly he needs something that would provide the funds and per 


sonnel with which to do it, although his position, as 1 gather from his 
statement, is that he feels under present circumstances, that the red 
meat division of the Department of Agriculture is in «a better position 
to take on the job. 

Senator McNamara. In any event, would not the same agencies be 
doing the inspection?’ It is usually left to local agencies in the red- 
meat field, and it is left to the Department of Health in the various 
States or subdivisions to do the job. Do we not visualize at this point 
that they would be the same people doing it, and they would all have 
to build up their staff to take care of this additional burden ¢ 

Mr. Rempy. Some people do, and some seem to visualize a new or- 
ganization, an extension of the existing poultry inspection division 
taking on this responsibility. That would bring a third group into 
the field. 

Mr. Harvey. That is not my information, Senator, that the inspec 
tion of red meat is carried on through delegation to local people, that 
is State or city officials. Rather, it is effected through specific em 
ployees of the Department of Agriculture under the direction of the 
Department and responsible solely to them. 

Senator McNamara. I have in mind an instance in my own city, 
where the city physician is in charge of the inspectors that go to the 
slaughterhouses and make the inspection. Ido not know whether that 
is a general rule or an exception. 

Mr. Harvey. I think perhaps that is an intrastate or local law 
rather than a Federal Meat Inspection Act. 

Senator McNamara. With that in mind, [ assumed that that was a 
general pattern, and perhaps it is not. 

Mr. Harvey. I think that is supplementation, sir. of the Federal act 
through local enactments rather than a part of the Federal act which. 
after all, does deal with interstate commerce. But perhaps subsequent 
witnesses can explain that better than I can. 

Senator McNamara. Does this proposed legislation visualize as ii 
the red-meat department that the processor would pay the cost of 
inspection ? 

Mr. Remy. The bill before us would put the inspection in the Food 
and Drug Administration, with the Federal Government paying for 
the cost of inspection. There are other bills which would put this in 
the Department of Agriculture, and T do not know of any one which 
specifies where in that Department, but here again I believe that they 
would provide for the Federal Government assuming the costs of the 
inspection. 

Senator McNamara. We do not in the red-meat field. 

Mr. Rey. We do in the red-meat field. 

Senator McNamara. We collect a fee, do we not, from the slaughter 
house? That is, for the inspection. 

Mr. Remy. We do in the voluntary poultry-inspection program, but 
not in the red-meat field. 
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Senator McNamara. Does not the slaughterer pay a charge? He 
has to get a license in the first place. 

Mr. Reiwy. Perhaps our Department of Agriculture witnesses who 
come up next will clear this up. 

Mr. Renew. Mr. Harvey, it is not before this committee, but reference 
is made to it in the testimony of Mr. Butz which we are going to hear 
next. Have you examined the bill S. 3588, calling for mandatory 
inspection of poultry and placing it in the Agriculture Department? 

Mr. Harvey. Is that the bill that Senator Aiken is one of the spon- 
sors of ? 

Mr. Remy. Yes. 

Mr. Harvey. I have seen that bill. I have read it over. 

Mr. Remy. Would you be prepared to tell us whether its provisions 
would give us an adequate compulsory inspection system / 

Mr. Harvey. Well, with the understanding, Mr. Reidy, that that 
bill has not received final consideration within my Department, I can 
make reference to it, I think, in the light of what I have said here. I 
believe that that bill does fail to include the substantive standards and 
guidelines of the Food, Drug, and Cosmetics Act which I have strongly 
recommended should be in any legislation of this kind. 

T recall that apparent defect. I recall that rather forcefully. There 
are a number of items within the bill that a least, in my personal view, 
would need a great deal of clarifying. It would seem of doubtful 
propriety to me to hold a citizen criminally responsible for compli- 
ance with what that bill contemplates on a basis of the specificity or 
lack of it. of what his offense would be. 

It is difficult to me in reading the bill to advise one as to what he 
has to do, in order to keep out of jail. 

Mr. Remy. Your Department has to give a report on that bill, 
does it not ? 

Mr. Harvey. Yes, and it is under consideration now. 

Mr. Remy. Then I think we should not go into it any further, but 
should the Congress decide that the place for the compulsory meat 
inspection is in the Department of Agriculture, would a simple amend- 
ment to the Meat Inspection Act, so as to include poultry, take care 
of the job? 

Mr. Harvey. I should think it would be possible, yes. 

Mr. Remy. That is all. 

Senator Benner. I think, Mr. Chairman, that you think, Mr. Har- 
vey, that the provisions of this bill obviously from your last statement 
are too drastic, that is in the penalties ? 

Mr. Harvey. No, I hope I did not give that impression. My ref- 
erence to the bill that is not before us, that Mr. Reidy called my atten- 
tion to, was intended to mean simply that in my reading of it I found 
it difficult to determine what would be required of the citizen if that 
law were passed. 

Senator Benper. Is it your opinion, and this may be repetitious, 
but in any event, for the record, I think it is desirable that I ask the 
question again: 4 

Do you think the present enforcement of the Food and Drug Act 
which includes poultry is adequate ? 

Mr. Harvey. No,sir. 








MANDATORY POULTRY INSPECTION 19 


Senator Benper. You feel that there is a need for some additional 
steps being taken by Congress in order to protect the public in this 
matter ¢ 

Mr. Harvey. With regard to poultry, I do; yes, sir. 

Senator Benper. Now regarding food and regarding vegetables 
and fruits, what is the method or what does your Department do for 
example when food is prepared for marketing and for sale? What 
are the steps you take / 

Mr. Harvey. General inspections are made at the point of making 
or packing or production, which is generally referred to as factory 
inspections to whatever extent the limitation is, that may be imposed 
by appropriations, will allow us to get a general picture of what is 
going on at the point of production. If it is found that the situation 
is likely to lead to violations of the law, which might be offensive to 
the health of the people or insanitary or economically bad, in addition 
to fully advising the operators of the establishment of the nature of 
our observations and furnishing reports on some of it, as a matter of 
fact, there is a followup into interstate commerce. 

If the products are found to be in violation, then action is based 
upon specific interstate shipments. It may be by way of seizure of 
the goods under an order of the United States district court. That is 
based upon information filed through the United States attorney. 
It might be an injunction to restrain the movement of the offensive 
commodities in interstate commerce and it might be a criminal prose- 
cution for the offenses that have been committed in shipping violative 
and adulterated foods in interstate commerce, or it might be all three 
of those. 

Senator Benver. I understand all of that, and I may seem a little 
naive in the way I asked the question. However, I am very much 
interested to see just how many people are involved in this operation. 
For example, let us assume I am a farmer in Arizona or California or 
Florida, and I ship foods to the Cleveland market. What does your 
Department do in connection with that shipment? What is the 
process? What is the procedure? 

Mr. Harvey. It may do nothing at all, Senator, and it may, on the 
basis of the information that we have about the particular establish- 
ment, or the general conditions in the area where the article is pro- 
duced, we may follow up and inspect that article in the Cleveland 
market. 

Senator Benper. Do you have a staff in the Cleveland market? Do 
you operate through the wholesale area ? 

Mr. Harvey. We have a force of slightly more than 1,000 people, 
about two-thirds of whom are deployed through the 48 States, with 
the district offices located in 16 principal cities of the United States. 
There is a degree of at least semiautonomy in the operation of each of 
those districts, and an exchange of information and direction among 
them. 

Your district office that covers Cleveland would be in Cincinnati. 
There would be one or more inspectors that are stationed in Cleveland 
all of the time, working out of the Cincinnati office. 

Senator Benper. You mean one or more inspectors to handle the 
whole operation ? 

Mr. Harvey. That is right; yes, sir. 
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Senator Benper. That is all you have? 

Mr. Harvey. That is right. 

Senator Benper. Well, a you think that is an adequate force to pro- 
tect that part of the country ! 

Mr. Harvey. No, sir; I do not. 

Senator Benper. Have you been before us, your Department, to ask 
for additional protection ? 

Mr. Harvey. Yes, sir. 

Senator Benper. And how recently ? 

Mr. Harvey. In the current budget year and again right now for 
the succeeding budget year. Our budget is now pending before Sena- 
tor Hill’s committee, and it has been passed by the House. 

Senator Benper. I am odeaed about this business of passing 
legislation which I agree with, by the way, but passing it without ade- 
quate enforcement or with enforcement that is rather sketchy. I do 
not want to belabor the issue or refer to horrible examples, but I have 
a brother who has been in the wholesale produce business and he is 
a very successful merchant in the Cleveland area, for the last 35 or 
40 years. 

He handles wholesale produce and he has colleges and many retail 
operations that he serves. I discussed this with him only last Sun- 
day, and he says that the matter of inspections is wholly inadequate 
and practically nil. 

Mr. Harvey. I would not disagree with him on either count, Sena- 
tor. I think it is going to be better, but let me say this: If the Food 
and Drug Administration had enough people to inspect all of this 
poultry and insure that no bad poultry got into the markets, there 
would not be any occasion for sitting here, and talking about the type 
of legislation that we are. However, whether that would be the cor- 
rect approach to this particular problem is a question. 

Now, we think not. We think that this situation that we have, 
bearing in mind that the poultry industry has sprung up like a mush- 
room in the last few years, away from the time that you bought them 
from your neighbor, and within just a few years we have a $2 billion 
poultry business. 

We think that the conditions are analogous to the situation that 
we had with red meat back in 1906. Because of the public-health 
problems involved, as well as the other problems of fairness and 
decency in marketing that are involved, the type of inspection which 
passes all of the birds under individual scrutiny as contrasted with 
the type of inspection where our people get some information that 
things are not too good and go and inspect, the complete inspection 
is necessary in this commodity. I do not think it would be with 
respect to oranges, or thousands of other foods that I might name. 

Senator Benper. You believe that the contention that is the reason 
for this bill is based on facts and not conjecture ? 

Mr. Harvey. I am quite sure of that; ves, sir. 

Senator Benper. You think that there is a need for this, and these 
birds are carriers of diseases, and that the public health is menaced 
because of an inadequate inspection ? 

Mr. Harvey. There is a definite public-health aspect to it; yes, sir. 

Senator Benper. That isall. 

Senator Murray. Are there any other questions? 

The next witness will be Mr. Earl L. Butz. 
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STATEMENT OF EARL L. BUTZ, ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF AGRI- 
CULTURE; ACCOMPANIED BY ROY W. LENNARTSON, DEPUTY 
ADMINISTRATOR FOR MARKETING SERVICES, AGRICULTURAL 
MARKETING SERVICE; NATHAN KOENIG, SPECIAL ASSISTANT 
TO THE ADMINISTRATOR, AGRICULTURAL MARKETING SERVICE; 
HERMON I. MILLER, DIRECTOR OF THE POULTRY DIVISION OF 
AGRICULTURAL MARKETING SERVICE; DR. ROY E. WILLIE, 
CHIEF OF THE INSPECTION BRANCH OF THE POULTRY DIVISION, 
AGRICULTURAL MARKETING SERVICE; AND DAVID L. HUME, 
ASSISTANT TO THE DIRECTOR OF THE PAULTRY DIVISION, AGRI- 
CULTURAL MARKETING SERVICE OF THE DEPARTMENT OF 
AGRICULTURE 


Mr. Burz. My name is Earl Butz, and I am Assistant Secretary of 
Agriculture in charge of marketing and foreign agriculture. I have 
a brief prepared statement which I would like to present at this 
time, if I may. 

Senator Murray. You may proceed. 

Mr. Burz. We in the Department of Agriculture appreciate this 
opportunity to take part in your hearing on 5. 3176. 

This bill provides for amending the Federal Food, Drug, and Cos- 
metic Act to prohibit the movement in interstate commerce of un- 
sound, unhealthful, diseased, unwholesome, or adulterated poultry or 
poultry products. It makes provision for the establishment of a 
poultry-inspection service as a division of the Food and Drug Admin- 
istration of the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare. 

The Department of Agriculture is sympathetic to the general ob- 
jective of mandatory poultry inspection, but recommends against 
enactment of this particular bill. We feel that such an activity 
should be administered by the Department of Agriculture under leg- 
islation specifically designed for the purpose and to fit the needs of our 
modern-day poultry industry. 

This committee is aware, [ am sure, that there have been bills intro- 
duced in both Houses of Congress which have been referred to the 
respective committees on agriculture. These bills provide for the 
conduct of the poultry-inspection activity on a mandatory basis by the 
Department of Agriculture and vest the necessary authority in the 
Secretary of Agriculture. 

The Department of Agriculture conducts many Federal food in- 
spection programs under various authorities provided by Congress. 
All red meat which enters interstate commerce is inspected for whole- 
someness under the Federal Meat Inspection Act which was enacted 
in 1906. The Department also conducts an inspection service for 
processed fruits and vegetables and a comprehensive poultry-inspec- 
tion service under the Agricultural Marketing Act of 1946. 

The food inspection activities carried on under the Agricultural 
Marketing Act are of a service, nonmandatory nature. This law 
merely gives the Department of Agriculture the authority to conduct 
inspection programs on a service basis in the interest of producers, 
distributors, and consumers. 
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I am sure that all of us recognize that any food-inspection program 
must be conducted in a practical manner and should not be of such a 
nature as to hamper orderly and efficient marketing. The Department 
of Agriculture regulations established for the conduct of the food- 
inspection programs under the Agricultural Marketing Act are just 
as strict as they would be if the law were mandatory in order to pro- 
vide for the maximum consumer protection. 

Legislation providing for shdelatans poultry inspection should, we 
believe, be considered against the background of changes that have 

taken place in the poultry industry and the broad experience which 
the Department of Agriculture has had in the operation of its poultry- 
inspection service over the last 28 years.. It perhaps will be helpful 
to you if I reviewed some of this background at this time. 

The Department of Agriculture’s poultry-inspection service is 
made available through application. Persons using the service enter 
into a contract with the Department in which they agree to comply 
with the regulations governing) requirements for plant facilities, 
equipment and operating procedures, and also agree to pay a specified 
amount to defray the costs of providing the service. 

At present there are 290 poultry processing plants under contract 
for this inspection service on a continuous basis. In addition, there 
are applications pending at various stages of clearance involving an 
additional 128 processing plants. 

The demand for this poultry-inspection service has expanded 
rapidly over the last 5 years. In 1951, only 145 processors were using 
this service in contrast with the 290 presently under it. This growth 
is indicative of the general interest of poultry processors in assuring 
the consumer a wholesome product. 

Under this program the Department of Agriculture presently 
inspects for wholesomeness over 1 billion pounds of poultry per year, 
or about 25 percent of all poultry sold off farms. Since substantial 
quantities of poultry sold off farms are consumed locally, the per- 
centage of federally inspected poultry moving in interstate commerce 
from the large commercial producing areas of the country is much 
greater than represented by this 25-percent figure. 

This poultry-inspection activity of the Department of Agriculture 
is carried on by approximately 425 Federal civil-service employees. 
This staff includes about 300 veterinarians. The work is carried on in 
almost every State. In the fiscal year 1956, the processors using the 
Federal poultry-inspection service are paying fees which are expected 
to total about $2.4 million, which repr esents 94 percent of the total cost 
of rendering the service. The remainder of $153,000 is being paid 
from appropriated funds. 

Acceptance of the Department of Agriculture’s poultry-inspection 
Service is at the discretion of the processors who use it. However, 
once under this program, each processor subjects his operations to 
rigid regulations which are as strict as any that exist in any food- 
inspection field. These regulations, promulgated by the Secretary 
of Agriculture, make provision for minimum standards so far as 
facilities, operating procedures, and sanitation are concerned, as well 
as for a bird-by-bird inspection for wholesomeness. Before service 
can be rendered in any plant, the plant must meet in every respect the 
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minimum standards set forth in the regulations so as to insure the 
production of wholesome poultry. 

After detailed requirements are met, the plant is approved for the 
introduction of the inspection service. When the inspection service 
is finally inaugurated, each bird is inspected by a qualified, licensed 
inspector. The licensed inspector makes sure that the killing opera- 
tion, processing, packaging, freezing, and other operations are carried 
on in compliance with the regulations to insure that the product is 
wholesome when it leaves the processing establishment. The De- 
partment’s program also protects consumers against being offered 
products ok are improperly labeled. This is accomplished 
through control of labeling procedures. Through a label-approval 
procedure, consumers are protec ‘ted against fr: aud and misre presenta- 
tion, thus augmenting the activities of the Food and Drug 
Administration. 

The Department’s poultry-inspection service maintains a pathologi- 
cal laboratory to make studies of various conditions found in poultry 
as a basis for condemnation procedures. Determinations with regard 
to condemnations are reviewed periodically by recognized authorities 
from land-grant colleges and veterinary schools, members of the staffs 
of the United States Public Health Service and the Food and Drug 
Administration, and representatives of the State livestock sanitation 
boards. In this manner the Department’s program is kept current 
with regard to developments in this field resulting from research by 
many qualified research agencies. 

The Department of Agriculture continually has been aware of the 
need for keeping its program abreast of developments in the produc- 
tion and marketing of poultry in order to meet the needs of this rap- 
idly growing and changing industry. The type of inspection service 
which has evolved has contributed greatly to the tremendous expan- 
sion in poultry-meat consumption and to the improvements in market- 
ing techniques which have taken place. 

During the last 20 years, poultry-meat production from both chick- 
ens and turkeys has increased from 2.9 billion pounds live weight in 
the 1935-39 period to 6.6 billion pounds in 1955. The per capita pro- 
duction of poultry meats has also increased. Despite a growing 
population, consumers have been provided with about 80 percent more 
chicken meat and 120 percent more turkey meat in recent years than 
was true in the period of the late thirties. 

Both the type of poultry being produced and the areas of production 
have changed very materially. “In the early thirties, practically all of 
the poultry meat came from the general-type farm and chicken meat 
produced was largely a byproduct of egg production. Today the great 
bulk of all poultry meat marketed comes from commercial-type opera- 
tions. You are undoubtedly familiar with the phenomenal growth of 
the commercial broiler industry. Commercial broiler production was 
hardly recognized as an industry i in the late thirties. In recent years 
the number of broilers produced has exceeded 1 billion head per year. 
The production of turkeys likewise has become highly commercialized 
with general recognition that turkey production 1s becoming concen- 
trated in specific geographical areas. 

The centralization of poultry-meat production developed in recent 
years has brought into being mass movements of poultry products in 
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interstate commerce. As a result of this great change to commercial 
production units substantial advances have been brought about in 
poultry processing and marketing methods. Today the industry is wel] 
equipped with modern sanitary processing facilities and the skills 
needed to produce high-quality products. 

The retail merchandising of poultry has changed rapidly, too. To- 
day the housewife is offered poultry as a convenience-food item at 
least to the same extent as most other foods, and this trend is increas- 
ing. During the past 20 years the poultry offered for sale has moved 
through the phases from live to dressed or “New York dressed,” to birds 
which are ready to cook, and more recently to such convenience-food 
items as fully prepared dinners, boned chicken, and poultry-meat pies 
which require no preparation by the housewife other than heating. 
This trend is undoubtedly the cause of the tremendous expansion in the 
use of the Department of Agriculture’s inspection program and, also, 
the reason why there is increasing in making poultry inspection man- 
datory by law. Should Congress see fit to enace such a law, the De- 
partment of Agriculture is well prepared to assume responsibility for 
its proper administration. 

Senator Murray. Mr. Secretary, I gather from the third paragraph 
of your testimony that the Department of Agriculture is in favor of 
compulsory inspection of poultry if it is placed in the Department of 
Agriculture. 

Mr. Butz. That is correct. . 

Senator Murray. Does the Department have any reservations of any 
kind about the desirability of instituting compulsory inspection ? 

Mr. Burz. We think that it should not come too suddenly so as to 
unduly disrupt the industry, but it should come as rapidly as is 
practicable. 

Senator Murray. Is it the Department’s view that the protection 
of the public health and welfare is the fundamental purpose of the 
poultry inspection ¢ 

Mr. Butz. It is a fundamental purpose. I think it is the Depart- 
ments’ view that there are two purposes. One is the protection of the 
public health and welfare, and the other, of course, is the promotion of 
consumer acceptance of this very fine agricultural product. 

Senator Murray. In the fourth paragraph of your testimony, on 
page 1, you refer to bills on this same subject which are before the 
Agriculture Committees. You state, and I quote: 

That these bills provide for the conduct of poultry inspection on a mandatory 
basis. 

That is in the Department of Agriculture; is that true? 

Mr. Burz. Yes. 

Senator Murray. Section 5 (a) of Senate bill 3588 provides that 
the Secretary shall make such examination, inspection, ante mortem 
or post mortem or both, and reinspection, as he determines necessary. 
Does this not amount to an authorization rather than a legislative 
mandate that there be compulsory inspection / 

Mr. Burz. We interpret the word “shall” to provide a legislative 
mandate but not to spell out the administrative details under which 
the program will be administered. The determination of operational 
procedures obviously must rest with the head of the agency adminis- 
tering the program. 
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Senator Murray. The bill says “as he determines necessary.” That 
is the language of the bill. 

Mr. Butz. The bill also says that he shall provide for it. The “shall” 
infers a mandatory provision. 

Senator Murray. Is there any provision in 8. 3588 which establishes 
real compulsory poultry inspection more positively and clearly than 
section 5% 

Mr. Burz. Mr. Chairman, we are just now in the process of analyz 
ing and reporting on that bill and that will be Sollee the Senate in 
the course of time. 

Senator Murray. Sothat we will have that report ¢ 

Mr. Burz. Yes. 

Senator Murray. Is there any question in your mind that this bill, 
S. 3176, will make inspection compulsory ¢ 

Mr. Burz. I did not get that question. 

Senator Murray. Is there any question that this bill, S. 3176, will 
make inspection compulsory ¢ 

Mr. Burz. No, sir. 

Senator Murray. Those are all of the questions I have. 

Senator McNamara. Well, I do not have this other bill before me 
and I do not know that I have seen it, this one that you are just refer- 
ring to. I am interested in section 5 since there was some discussion 
of it. Ido not have any questions at this point, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Benper. Mr. Chairman, I had an experience the other day. 
I was in a restaurant, and a very expensive restaurant in Washington, 
and at least all restaurants in Washington are expensive, but I had 
some guests and we ordered chicken. One person was eating the 
chicken and found underneath it was all green, and all of the other 
persons found their chicken green. I think it is a horrible thing that 
the public is subjected to that kind of thing. Now, that might have 
been a retailer’s or restaurant man’s own violation. However, it seems 
to me that since the increase in production has been so phenomenal 
since 1951—and it has practically tripled, I think, or quadrupled— 
under the circumstances you can appreciate why people are appre- 
hensive since they read the testimony of the Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare experts who write articles for magazines and 
indicate what dire and horrible conditions or situations might develop 
as a result of having this item marketed and not properly theplidked. 

Now, I was just reading from expert testimony of the Department 
of Health, Education, and Welfare and men like Dr. Raymond L, 
Helvi. I am sure you are acquainted with him. He had an article in 
the American Journal of Public Health, and another one was also 
listed. A number of experts have offered testimony here and that is 
why I am tremendously concerned as a consumer. 

Mr. Bortz. I think that you are quite right in being concerned about 
that. I would like to point out, however, that inspection of poultry 
products or red-meat products at point of slaughter will never insure 
proper conditions when it hits the plate in the restaurant. As you 
know, there is a long distribution and preparation channel between 
the point of slaughter and the time it hits the final consumer. That, 
I think, is one of the places where the regulatory activities and the 
inspection activities of the Food and Drug Administration comes in, 
to make sure that the food is not contaminated as it moves through the 
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distribution channels. There is nothing in either of these two current 
bills we discussed that would have gotten at the condition you describe. 

Senator Benner. Your contention is that the responsibility is the 
Department of Agriculture’s as far as where the product begins? 

Mr. Burz. That is right. — 

Senator Benper. Where it is slaughtered ? 

Mr. Burz. Yes, sir. 

Senator Benper. And then the Food and Drug Administration 
takes over from there. 

Mr. Burz. I think so. That is what they do now. They look for 
contamination of foods and adulteration of foods. I do not know 
about the condition you describe about this chicken you had in the 
Washington restaurant, but it is something that I would assume de- 
veloped after it left the slaughtering house. 

Senator Benper. I am very charitable about these things. I know 
how easy it is to be negligent and careless. However, when a product 
is as widely used and when the increase is as marked as it has been 
in this product, certainly I am sure everybody is concerned about being 
protected. 

Mr. Burz. That is right, and, Senator, I would like to assure you 
that the Department of Agriculture and the entire poultry-processing 
industry has an interest in preventing what you just described, because 
I am sure the next time you get in a restaurant you may not order 
poultry because of the experience you had last time. 

Senator Benprer. I am a little more careful than I used to be. 

Mr. Burz. We want you to order poultry next time. 

Senator Murray. They have developed a new thing in this country, 
“God give us this day our daily poison.” I think that there is an 
awful lot of poison in foods. I find it right here in the Senate res- 
taurant, and many Senators have had food poisoning since I have been 
here. I remember they used a lot of synthetics that are bad for your 
health. I like a cup custard once in a while, and instead of using 
vanilla now they are using some substitute that is made out of coal. 
It is yellow and it has a bad taste to it and it is indigestible, and I can 
taste it 2 hours after eating, and so I quit eating custard. 

Mr. Butz. You should take that up with the Senator from West 
Virginia. 

Senator McNamara. There is some reference here to the cost of the 
program, and I am astonished to find 94 percent of the cost apparently 
is paid by the processors and the 6 percent is paid by appropriated 
funds and would apparently be the overhead. The actual cost is paid 
for by the producers. 

Mr. Burz. That is the philosophy of this, that the overhead is borne 
by appropriated funds and the direct costs borne by the industry that 
is assessed for participating in the program. 

Senator McNamara. Now, does your red-meat department come out 
about this in that same fashion ? 

Mr. Burz. The red meat is supported entirely by appropriations. 

Senator McNamara. The grading of all of it? 

Mr. Burz. Not the grading; just the inspection. I notice in your 
comments a while ago with the previous witness—— 

Senator McNamara. I was talking about grading and not inspec- 
tion. 
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Mr. Burz. 
spection 

Senator McNamara. That is right. That is paid for totally by the 
industry ¢ 

Mr. Burz. Yes, but that is on a voluntary basis, and the processor 
can take it or leave it. The inspection is on a compulsory basis. 

Senator McNamara. Is the grading not also on a compulsory basis, 
if you engage in interstate commerce ¢ 

Mr. Burz. No, just on two occasions during World War IT and the 
Korean war it was made compulsory by the Federal Government. 

Senator McNamara. I was employed by OPA at that time and it 
was compulsory in those days. 

Mr. Butz. It had to be compulsory because of the price-ceiling 
regulations. 

Senator McNamara. And that is changed since that time? 

Mr. Burz. Yes. 

Senator McNamara. That is interesting. I think that is all. 

Mr. Remy. Mr. Butz, this committee is pretty familiar with the 
operations of the Public Health Service and the Food and Drug Ad 
ministration and other agencies under our jurisdiction—but I am 
afraid we do not know too much about the workings of the Depart 
ment of Agriculture—just so as to make sure that we talk the same 
language, would you please describe the type of people or the person- 
nel that are employed in the poultry-processing a ants that participate 
in any of the poultry inspection or grading or other programs / 

Mr. Burz. Mr. Reidy, I would like to have that answered by Mr. 
Hermon Miller, who is the Director of our Poultry Division in the 
Agricultural Marketing Service, and supervises this inspection pro- 
gram. 

Mr. Minter. As indicated in Mr. Butz’ statement, there are about 
425 individuals that are employed in making inspections of poultry. 
That is in the 290 plants and include the supervising staff. 300 of 
these employees are veterinarians, and the other 125 are lay inspectors 
who are used in a very closely supervised manner. We use these lay 
people in poultry processing plants at the inspection station opposite 
the veterinarian so that the determinations the lay person makes are 
closely observed. Final determinations are the responsibility of the 
veterinarian in all cases. 

Mr. Reipy. You are talking now about the inspection for whole- 
someness, and when that is going on / 

Mr. Mutter. That is right. 

Mr. Remy. Is the veterinarian an employee of the Department of 
Agriculture ? 

Mr. Muar. Yes, there is no one used in the inspection service of 
the Department of Agriculture that is not a civil servant. 

Mr. Remy. The Inspection for Wholesomeness Service ? 

Mr. Mitier. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Reipy. And they are the people who are the ones who decide 
when the product is entitled to bear the seal of the Department ? 

Mr. Mitier. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Remy. And you have a service for grading poultry, too, do you 
not? Will you describe the type of per rsonnel emploved in that ? 


You were talking about the grading and not the in 
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Mr. Mitier. In grading we use three different types of licensees, 
and all are licensed by the Secretary to indicate their qualifications for 
grading. One is the straight, federally controlled civil servant. Sec- 
ond would be a State haakioen, under the arrangements we have with 
the State departments of agriculture, to license their people and use 
their people, supervised federally. Thirdly, we do have some instances 
where we use company employed licensees. That is in grading of 

roduct, that is an economic consideration and not a wholesomeness or 
health consideration. 

Mr. Reipy. Do these products after they have been graded, bear a 
seal indicating that the Department of Agriculture has graded them 
such and such a grade ¢ 

Mr. Miuier. There are two different kinds of labels used by the 
Department. One is round in shape, and says inside of it, “U.S. 
Inspected for wholesomeness.” And that is a seal that is used as the 
product passes the veterinary inspection service. The other is in the 
form of a shield and says, “U.S. Grade A,” if it is grade A, or “U.S. 
Grade B.” 

Mr. Reimy.:' How many grades do you have? 

Mr. Miter. We have 3 grades, A, B, and C. 

Mr. Remy. And the poultry that is inspected for grading purposes 
only would carry a seal of the United States Department of Agricul- 
ture ¢ 

Mr. Mitxer. There is no grading of ready-to-cook poultry unless 
it has also been inspected for wholesomeness. That is not permitted 
under our regulations. 

Mr. Retpy. Will you explain that? 

Mr. Miuier. In 1951 our regulations forbid the grading of ready- 
to-cook poultry that had not been inspected for wholesomeness. There 
was a very short time when the regulation did permit the grading of 
ready-to-cook poultry that was not inspected. I believe I am right in 
saying that only one plant ever operated under that provision, and 
very little product was produced under that provision. 

Mr. Remy. Can you tell us what proportion of all of the poultry 
plants do these inspected ones represent ? 

Mr. Mitter. The best information the Department has would indi- 
cate there are between 650 and 700 poultry processing plants, processing 
30,000 pounds a week when they operate. That would represent, in 
our opinion, the major part of the large processing catablichaiient 

Mr. Retpy. It is out of those plants that come the more than 5 billion 
pounds that Mr. Butz represented, or whatever the figure was. 

Mr. Butz. Yes. That does not include a small processor in a ter- 
minal market, that may be processing a small volume for his own 
merchandising programs. 

Mr. Rey. You have a third program, do you not, involving just 
plant sanitation ? 

Mr. Miutrr. Yes, there is a program that backs up the inspection 
program, where poultry that 1s sold in dressed form is labeled to 
permit it to move into plants where it is further processed. In other 
words, the regulation establishes standards for operation from the 
time the bird is killed until it is packaged. 


Mr. Remwy. What type of personnel is employed in the plant sani- 
tation program ? 
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Mr. Mitter. We have two types. We use some company employed 

licensees, and some federally-employed personnel. 

Mr. Rerpy. Are they sanitary engineers ! 

Mr. Mitter. They are not trained as sanitation engineers, they are 
‘actical people that we have secured and trained. 

Mr. Reipy. And what authority do they have / 

Mr. Minter. They have all of the authority vested in a civil servant. 
Mr. Reipy. Suppose they find unsanitary conditions in a particular 
plant ? 

Mr. Mixture. Under the supervision system we have that could not 
exist very long, because the people that come by to supervise such oper- 
ations would see that operations are immediately brought into com- 
pliance with the regulations. 

Mr. Remy. What does your man do, whom you assign to this plant, 
when he finds that something has happened that has made it an 
unsanitary plant ? 

Mr. Mitier. He jerks the service, and we have done it many times. 
We deny the service to any establishment that does not maintain these 
standards. 

Mr. Reipy. His sole responsibility is the plant itself, and the ma- 
chinery that is involved, and he has no responsibility—or does he 
have a responsibility for the wholesomeness of the bird 

Mr. Mitter. Not the health condition of the bird, because you cannot 
determine the health condition of birds until you get to the viscera. 

Mr. Rempy. The product can come out of the plant which has been 
inspected for sanitation and it could be diseased, and your sanitary 
personnel could know it, but that is not his responsibility. 

Mr. Mitirr. That is right. 

Mr. Remy. Now, Mr. Butz, on page 1 of your testimony 

Mr. Burz. Would it not be true in that case that the sanitary super- 
visor would call attention to what was taking place, if the diseased 
birds were going through the plant ? 

Mr. Mitirr. Yes: the instructions do not permit the packing of 
0ultry which would contaminate other poultry in the same package. 
But you cannot determine the health condition of poultry with any 
degree of definiteness until you get into the visceral organs. There- 
fore, we have debated whether we ought to make any determination 
in dressed form or assume that responsibility when it gets into 
eviscerating establishments. 

Mr. Retpy. The answer to my question is that in a plant in which 
your only function is to testify as to the sanitary quality of the plant 
itself, your sanitarian can attest that this chicken has come from a 
plant approved in terms of sanitation, and that is all. 

Mr. Miiuer. That is right. 

Mr. Reipy. Mr. Butz, on page 1 of your testimony you state that 
S. 3176 is a bill which has a good objective, and you think we shoul:| 
have compulsory mandatory inspection of poultry. Now, on page ¥ 
you say that any program to accomplish this should be conducted in a 

yractical manner. You say it should not be of such a nature as to 
Lem ver orderly and efficient marketing. 

What does your Department regard as most important. the orderly 
and most efficient maebethin of a product, or the safety / 

Mr. Butz. They are not incompatible. 
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Mr. Remy. If there is conflict ? 

Mr. Burz. They are not necessarily in conflict. We regard this 
partly as a matter of timing, that any substantial thing like this must 
be made on a reasonable and gradual basis, you understand. 

Mr. Remy. Was that the point of your comment, just the intro- 
ducing of such a program; that it should be done so as not to hamper 
the industry ¢ 

Mr. Butz. Not to interfere unduly with the processing plant itself. 

Mr. Reivy. Should there be a conflict between the orderly market- 
ing of a product and the safety of a product, should it oceur, and 
should, in the course of operating this program, we find a good many 
diseased poultry of one sort or another going into the markets, obvi- 
ously the purpose of this program is to stop that, is it not? 

Mr. Burz. And the industry would support that, too. 

Mr. Remy. And you believe that would be the overriding objective 
of whoever was in charge of the program ? 

Mr. Butz. Yes. 

Mr. Reiwy. I was thinking of that because the Food and Drug Ad- 
ministration which, of course, would administer the act if this bill is 
passed, had quite a problem on its hands about some polio vaccine last 
year, and I think that they disrupted the orderly marketing of a lot 
of vaccine that the consumers wanted, but we think, and the com- 
mittee has said, that you did a good job, Mr. Harvey. 

Now, you said, on page 2, that the Department is sympathetic to 
the general objectives of mandatory poultry inspection. Senator 
Murray has said that the specific and the only objective of the authors 
of S. 3176 was to protect the health of the public. That is by using 
the power of the Federal Government to prevent the movement in 
interstate commerce of diseased, unwholesome, filthy, or otherwise 
disease-producing poultry. That is a very specific objective of the 
bill. I presume that the Department is sympathetic to that objective. 

Mr. Burz. Yes. 

Mr. Retwy. On page 6 you say 

Mr. Burz. May I say that we feel that there is another objective 
from our point of view back of these programs. That is increased 
consumer acceptance of a wholesome product. 

Mr. Remy. You have found that compulsory inspection of meat 
has so reassured the public as to its quality that it increases consumer 
acceptance of the meat? 

Mr. Butz. Definitely. ° 

Mr. Reipy. The same situation has been true of poultry since 1906, 
too, has it not? 

Mr. Burz. On a voluntary basis. 

Mr. Remy. As the Senator said, we are about 40 or 50 years too 
late getting around to that. 

Mr. Burz. There has been a tremendous change in the poultry 
industry in the last 10 years. Ten years ago it was largely a by- 
product operation and now it is a specialized operation, and it has 
quadrupled in the last 10 years. 

Mr. Reipy. Now, on page 6 of your statement you say that recent 
changes in the retail merchandising of poultry has resulted in trends 
which provide the reason for increasing interest in making poultry 
inspection mandatory by law. I am sure that you are aware that we 
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have not only increasing interest, but a tremendous demand on the 
part of all public health officers throughout the country for manda 
tory inspection. 

Mr. Burz. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Remy. That is true of organized women and consumer groups, 
and the Farm Bureau has put itself on record in favor of mandatory 
inspection, and we assume that the Department of Agriculture does 
share this interest. 

Mr. Burz. Yes; I think that is quite apparent. You will note from 
the figures shown in my testimony here how rapidly the industry itself 
has voluntarily taken on this inspection service the last 5 years. 1 
think that that is evidence that the leaders or many leaders in the 
industry feel that it was to their advantage likewise to assure the 
public that they were getting a nutritious and wholesome product, 

Mr. Rey. You say the Department of Agriculture does favor the 
manadatory inspection of poultry. Can I assume therefore that you 
do not see in it anything that would hurt the interests of the small 
farmer, the poultry producer! ¢ 

Mr. Burz. I am very happy that you raised that point. I think 
it would not necessarily interfere with the interests of the small 
farmer. It could conceivably work to the competitive disadvantage 
of the small processor. It is possible that the cost of providing this 
service to a small plant would be such that public pressure and admin- 
istrative pressure would tend to move the processing of birds into 
plants large enough to make the inspection service efficient. 

Mr. Reipy. There is nothing in S. 3176 which would do that, is 
there ¢ 

Mr. Burz. Not that I am aware of. 

Mr. Reipy. The bill calls for the Government to provide the service 
to all processing plants and there is no distinction made between large 
and small plants. 

Mr. Burz. As you well know, if the Government starts providing 
“a service to a small processing plant, where the cost per unit of oper- 
ation runs high by virtue of the small volume of business, you subject 
yourself to public criticism and congressional criticism, too, for doing 
that. 

Mr. Reiwy. We have had letters sent to us through the Senators 
from Oregon and Washington to the effect that your present volun- 
tary program places a great handicap on the smi all processor because 
he cannot afford to buy into the inspection service and consequently, 
in one specific instance, some processors of what we understand to 
be excellent poultry cannot sell their birds to the Army, although 
the Army would like to buy them because the Army was buying only 
from inspected processing plants. 

Mr. Butz. That is true. I think one of the things that prevents 
that is the cost of equipping the plant with modern equipment to 
qualify for the inspection service. That requirement, of course, 
exists under the voluntary program just as it would under the com- 
pulsory program. 

Mr. Remy. That is one of the things that would take some time, 
and it requires a delay. 

Mr. Butz. That is right. 
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Mr. Rerpy. But coming back to my original question, the Depart- 
ment sees nothing in any of these bills to which you referred that 
would adversely affect the farmer, the poultry producer? 

Mr. Burz. That is correct. 

Senator McNamara. Is this equipment largely the cost of refrigera- 
tion ? 

Mr. Butz. No; it is not refrigeration, it is highly specialized and 
quite expensive stainless-steel equipment that they use in the slaugh- 
tering process itself. 

Senator McNamara. Refrigeration is not required there in general? 

Mr. Burz. It is required but that is not the costly item. The costly 
item is the equipment itself. 

Senator McNamara. Refrigeration is not cheap. I cannot visualize 
it being anything but expensive. 

Mr. Butz. I am talking about per unit. 

Mr. Rery. You say that you feel that mandatory poultry inspection 
should be administered by the Department of Agriculture. Now, the 
Food and Drug Administration, whose offices are celebrating their 
50th anniversary, have done a pretty good job, have they not, in their 
field ? 

Mr. Butz. A very fine job. 

Mr. Retny. They have people who know poultry, and poultry- 
inspection methods. 

Mr. Butz. Yes, sir; they have well-qualified people. 

Mr. Remy. They could do the job if the Congress decided to give 
them that responsibility. 

Mr. Burz. t have no doubt that. they could do a very fine job. 

Mr. Reiy. They have, at least on one occasion of which we know, 
and probably more, seized and condemned poultry which has been 
0 by what the Department of Agriculture calls a qualified 

icensed inspector. 

Mr. Butz. I am not familiar with the incident, but I presume 
you will always find isolated instances where that can be true. 

Mr. Remy. At least it is an indication that they are competent 
in the field, and fairly alert. In view of that, why do you feel so 
strongly that this health operation, to protect the health of the people, 
should be placed in the Department of Agriculture whose primary 
function, I assume, is to promote the prosperity of farmers? 

Mr. Burz. I think there are two answers to that question. First, 
of course, it is that we have a substantial volume of experience over 
the last 50 years in red meats, and over a shorter period of time in 
»oultry meats where we now have these 425 inspectors working on the 
job so that we have the knowhow based on this, and we have the con- 
tacts with the industry to get the job done. The second reason, I 
think, is that as I indicated a while ago, we regard this inspection 
service as having a dual function. One is to protect the health of 
the population, and the second is to increase consumer acceptance of 
an important agricultural product through the provision of a guaran- 
ty that you are getting a wholesome and healthful product. 

Mr. Rey. That second role would be fulfilled automatically, 
would it not, if the first were taken care of? If the Food and Drug 
people were assuring the people that all of this poultry was pure, the 
second result would follow. 
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Mr. Burz. That fits in with a very substantial volume of activities 
we have in the Department of Agriculture, and it cuts clear across 
the field of food consumption and distribution. 

Mr. Remy. You spoke in terms of the fact that you have very ex- 
perienced personnel in the red meat division of the Department of 
Agriculture. Is that where you believe this work would be done, 
if the Congress just authorized the Secretary to place it wherever 
he wanted it? 

Mr. Butz. We have experienced people in the poultry inspection 
clivision which is in the Poultry Division of the Agricultural Market- 
ing Service. 

Mr. Remy. They are quite limited in numbers. 

Mr. Burz. We have 425 at the present time, so that we have a very 
experienced and well-qualified corps upon which to build. 

Mr. Remy. How many in the red meat division ‘ 

Mr. Burz. I am not prepared to say, but it runs substantially higher 
than that. They have a much larger volume of product, and it is 
mandatory for all red meats entering into interstate commerce, and 
it would run into the thousands. 

Mr. Reiwy. You speak of the other bills as being mandatory, and 
Senator Murray has asked you a question which I think you answered. 
It is your interpretation of section 5 of that bill that the Secretary 
would have to impose compulsory inspection, and that the phrase 
that Senator Murray questioned just gives him leeway as to what 
sort of inspection regulations would be set up. 

Mr. Burz. That is our interpretation, and we interpret this sec- 
tion 5 to include both antemortem and postmortem inspection. 

Mr. Remy. You have mentioned that there ought to be a certain 
amount of leeway in time. How do you interpret Senator Aiken's bill 
as to when it would be operative ¢ 

Mr. Mutter. July 1, 1958. 

Mr. Reiwy. Does it not contain a provision that the Secretary may 
upon application of a processor then grant a waiver? For how 
long ? 

Mr. Miter. There is a provision in the exemptions for 2 years’ 
waiver where it seems to be to the best interests of the program. 

Mr. Remy. Does it mean that the Secretary can make a waiver for 
2 years or that any time during those 2 years he could grant a waiver 
without any statement as to how long that waiver could be? 

Mr. Miuier. It would be our interpretation that that exemption 
certificate would be one in which he would control the time and how 
long. However, such exemptions could not extend beyond July 1, 
1960. This exemption is for the purpose of carrying through the 
purposes of the act. For instance, if a designated area is established 
and there are processing plants in this area that would come under 
the service, the Administration could bring those plants under con- 
trol so far as sanitation is concerned and then there could be a waiver 
of the post mortem and ante mortem inspection by the exemption 
certificate. 

Mr. Remy. Would all poultry moving in interstate commerce, if 
that bill were enacted into law, have been inspected after 4 years 
had elapsed ? 


Mr. Mixer. I think the major part of it in 2 years. 
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Mr. Remy. But it would all be under inspection at the end of 4 
years as you interpret the bill f 

Mr. Mirzer. Yes, sir, 

Mr. Remy. And the Secretary would not be authorized to grant 

waiver of 10 years? 

Mr. Miuier. That is right. 

Mr. Rerpy. In that 2-year period / 

Mr. Muer. That is right. 

Mr. Reiwy. Mr. Butz, now, on page 1 you say that the Department 
conducts many Federal food inspection programs. Aside from the 
mandatory inspection of red meat and the voluntary inspection of 
poultry, would you tell us any other programs under which the De- 
partment inspects food for the purpose of protecting human health 

Mr. Burz. We have fruit and vegetable inspection programs. 

Mr. Remy. For wholesomeness ? 

Mr. Burz. That is on processed fruits and vegetables. 

Mr. Rerpy. Is that for wholesomeness ? 

Mr. Burz. Yes. Mr. Lennartson, the Deputy Administrator of the 
Agricultural Marketing Service, administers those programs. 

Mr. Remy. I will address the questions to you, Mr. Butz, but if any 
one of your associates wants to answer, that will be all right. 

Mr. Lennartson. We have a so-called food processing “fruit and 
vegetable service which is essentially performed similar to that of red 
meat inspection and the poultry inspection service. It is a voluntary 
type of service and is generally on a continuous basis, where a Feder al 
civil servant is in the plant supervising the sanitation and the quality 
of the product that goes into the cans or the berries that go into the 
frozen process, and so on. 

Mr. Remy. And the result of his operations are that the product 
emerges With a seal of approval for wholesomeness ? 

Mr. Lennarrson. That is correct. 

Mr. Rewy. That makes three programs; that is, poultry, red meat, 
and the processed fruit and vegetables. 

Mr. Lennarrson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Remy. Those are the many programs of inspection to which 
you refer / 

Mr. Lennartson. I might comment further, sir, that you get into 
the field of dairying where plant sanitation is required as a requisite 
to grading the product, in many cases for the military, as well as for 
institutions, and so forth. In other words, the plant from which the 
dairy product comes—the butter and the cheese and so on—must be 
approved also from the standpoint of sanitation. 

Mr. Remy. When you speak of these food inspection programs, do 
you include in that the work done by sanitarians either employed 
by the Department or having a contractual relation with it as coming 
within that classification ? 

Mr. Lennartson. Would you repeat that question, please / 

Mr. Remy. When you refer to the many food inspection programs 
conducted by the Department, would you be including in that a refer- 
ence to the work done by sanitarians, either those employed by the 
Department or having contractual arrangements with them? 

Mr. Lennartson. That is correct. 

Mr. Reipy. Do they have any power other than to grade products, 
the people engaged in the sanitation program ? 
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Mr. Lennartson. For instance, in the processed fruit and vege 
table—— 

Mr. Rey. I am talking about poultry now—the program under 
which you provide a plant inspection service for sanitation. 

Mr. Lennartson. As Mr. Miller pointed out, if they are not follow- 
ing the regulations and so forth, the service is jerked from them. 

Mr. Rey. That is regarding sanitation. 

Mr. Lennartson. That is correct. 

Mr. Reipy. But that is all; and the sanitarian cannot condemn any 
poultry that he sees moving along that perhaps should be condemned, 
nor can he condemn the plant? You can just withdraw the service 
from the plant ? 

Mr. Lennartson. That is correct. 

Mr. Remy. Has the Department ever asked that you be given the 
power to protect the public by actually condemning food or poultry 
products that you know to be unhealthful or disease bearing 

Mr. Lennarrson. Well, in the case of the poultry inspection serv- 
ice, they do condemn carcasses and so on that are found to be unfit 
for human consumption. 

Mr. Reiy. But the Department has never requested the authority 
to condemn on a mandatory basis! You have not asked for manda- 
tory control ? 

Mr. Lennartson. That is part of the regulations under which the 
service is being given; that is one of the provisions of it. 

Mr. Remy. Now, on page 3 of your statement, Mr. Butz, you say 
that participation in the poultry inspection program is voluntary, 
and you go on to say, “However, once under this program, each proe 
essor subjects his operations to rigid regulations which are as strict 
as any that exist in any food inspection field.” Would you clarify 
that for me, please ! 

Mr. Burz. Once he accepts this poultry inspection service, he must 
make his plant conform to the requirements set out by our inspection 
service with respect to sanitation, with respect to toilet facilities, and 
with respect to the control of surroundings that might be insect- or 
rodent-breeding grounds, with respect to the health of his employees, 
and with respect to all of those things that go into the production of 
a Wholesome and healthy product. 

Mr. Retpy. Now, these 2 programs—one involving the sanitation 
of the plant itself, its sanitary facilities; and the other involving the 
wholesomeness of the bird—are those 2 programs necessarily part of 
a continuous process / 

Mr. Butz. They are, once the processing plant accepts this service. 
They are a part of a continuous process. 

Mr. Remy. Are there some plants that only accept the sanitary 
inspection service and do not have the inspection for wholesomeness ¢ 

Mr. Burz. I would like to have Mr. Miller explain that, please. 

Mr. Mittrr. I do not know what point you are trying to get at, but 
there are plants—if we are addressing ourselves to ready-to-cook 
poultry—that may have drawing operations where this is a voluntary 
program and the indication that the product has been inspected is 
this mark that I mentioned. There may be drawing operations where 
no inspection for wholesomeness takes place. 
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Mr. Reiwy. Is there poultry moving in interstate commerce which 
comes from plants that have had the benefit of your sanitation inspec- 
tion service, but not of the inspection for wholesomeness / 

Mr. Miter. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Reipy. That is true? 

Mr. Miruer. Yes. 

Mr. Remy. And that sanitation program can be carried out by men 


who are licensed by the Secretary but are not employees of the Federal 
Government ? 


Mr. Mintzer. That is right. 

Mr. Reipy. It has been done, has it not, by men who are employees 
of the company whose plant they are inspecting / 

Mr. Mitzirr. That would be the kind of licensee that would be used 
there. 

Mr. Reipy. And it has been the case that sometimes a plant has been 
inspected by the man who owned the plant / 

Mr. Mizer. There may be a case or two on that. I am not aware 
of it. 

Mr. Reiwy. Does the Department of Agriculture favor carrying on 
an Inspection service where the inspector is the owner of the plant 
being inspected ¢ 

Mr. Minter. Our regulations are specific on that point, and if any 
case like that develops it is properly taken care of. 

Mr. Remy. When were those regulations issued ? 

Mr. Miter. Well, the last issuance was March 1955, and they have 
been issued and amended in their present form I think since 1950 or 
1951. 

Mr. Rempy. You mean since March of 1955, no one with a financial 
interest in a plant has been able to be employed as an inspector, or has 
been able to pass that plant ? 

Mr. Miter. I would not want to say no one, because I am not 
familiar with the complete details, but that is not in compliance with 
the regulations and certainly any case of that kind would be dispensed 
with very promptly. 

Mr. Remy. If anyone with a financial interest in a plant now applied 
for a license to become a licensed inspector in his own plant, he would 
be turned down. 

Mr. Mitter. He would not be accepted as a licensee. 

Mr. Remy. If there are any such people now employed and they 
‘ame to your notice, is it the Department policy to withdraw their 
licenses ? 

Mr. Miter. Just as quickly as we can get the license back in our 
hands. 

Mr. Reipy. Thank you. Now, you say the processor subjects all of 
his operations to rigid regulations. Is that true or does he subject only 
that proportion of his operations that he chooses to? Or put it this 
way, can he be running a plant and bringing out Reidy superfine 
chickens and have your poultry inspection service 1 day of the week 
and the next 2 days run the same plant without your services and still 
put out a product which will not carry your label but it can be in the 
same Reidy superfine chicken package? 

Mr. Minter. There is a provision in our regulations that makes it 

yermissible for a user of the service to process poultry without the 
benefit of the inspection for wholesomeness. That is a post-mortem 
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examination. The reason for that is that it is a very competitive in- 
dustry that these men are in, and as long as the program is not 


com- 
pulsory, these people have, we feel, the same right to operate. 

Mr. Rey. Then the answer on my question is “Yes” ¢ 

Mr. Minuer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Remy. And I could ask you to establish this service 

Mr. Miuier. Let me just interrupt for a moment. You said the 


inspection program. So far as sanitation is concerned, it is maintained 
completely at all times. A plant cannot be under the service so far as 
sanitation is concerned one Tea and without it the next. 

Mr. Reipy. I was referring to the statement made in the testimony 
that “Once under the program, each processor subjects his operations 
to rigid regulations,” and it would seem that he subjects to these rigid 
regul: tions only what portion of his operations he chooses to. 

Mr. Miuzer. So far as the sanitation is concerned, 

Mr. Remy. I am talking about the other. 

Mr. Miiuer. As to the post mortem, there are very few instances 
where there are operations where a processor does not use inspection 
100 percent of the time. 

Mr. Reipy. It is possible for me, is it not, to open a plant and ask 
for your service and use your service for 4 or 5 months, and market 
my product with the USDA seal upon it, and then decide that I only 
want the service for 2 days out of the week and I keep marketing and 
processing poultry every day of the week, and marketing it in the same 
package, with the seal for the first 2 d: ys of the week and without it 
for the rest of the time? ‘The consumer has already 
product. 

Mr. Mitirr. That is right. 

Mr. Rewy. Is it possible for a man under this program to run one 
line of poultry through his plant under inspection, and in the same 
plant run another line of poultry through without inspection ? 

Mr. Miter. Not without complete segregation. 

Mr. Rey. In what sense, separate walls / 

Mr. Mixer. A wall to divide the two operations. If they have 
one roof over the total operation, it might be called one building, 
but there would have to be a wall to separate the operations. 

Mr. Rerpy. If I am running such an operation, and in this room I 
am having the poultry inspection service, and in the next room I am 
running chickens through without inspection, and I have my own 
man at the door receiving the poultry as it comes from the market, 
first looking them over and sic out the ones that I think would 
not get by your inspector and running them through this line and 


running only the better ones through the inspected ‘line, could I do 
that ? 


Mr. Mitirr. Yes. 

Mr. Remy. Therefore, the fact that a plant has this voluntary 
service does not mean that all of the operations are subject to rigid 
regulations. Hemay very well be running through diseased poultry 
in the same plant as long as there is some wall or something so your 
inspector cannot see it going by. 

Mr. Mitier. We define the plant in this instance as the approved 
plant. The other part of the plant where he did this other operation 
would not be a part of his approved establishment. 


that is not true. 


accepted my 
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Mr. Reipy. Now, here is a point where I am not at all clear on it 
and I wish you could straighten me out on it. You say on page 4, in 
paragraph 2, “When the inspection service is finally inaugurated, each 
bird is inspected by a qualified licensed operator and the licensed in- 
spector makes sure that the killing operation, processing, packaging, 
freezing, and other operations are carried on in compliane e with the 
regulations to insure that the product is wholesome when it leaves the 
processing establishment.” Now this may be right or wrong but we 
are advised that birds may be killed in a plant which does not have 
anyone authorized to inspect the poultry for wholesomeness and they 
may be killed, let us say, in a sanitary, supervised plant with a h- 
censed man not authorized to check birds for wholesomeness, then 
transported to a plant where a second man does inspect them for 
wholesomeness. Is that possible ¢ 

Mr. Minter. That is right. 

Mr. Remy. Then the killing process is not under the supervision 
of anyone competent to inspect them for wholesomeness. 

Mr. Mutter. The sanitarian is in charge of the killing operation in 
a plant where the product is sold as dressed or leaves the plant in 
dressed form. There are the sanitation requirements to the point 
where the product leaves the plant in dressed form. 

Mr. Rey. I am not talking about the sanitation requirements now. 
The licensed inspector makes sure that the killing operation is car- 
ried on in compliance with regulations to insure that the product is 
wholesome. Mr. Harvey testified that one most important job to do 
to protect the public health in this instance is to provide for ante 
mortem inspection. Now, if this bird that comes to the plant where 
you inspect for wholesomeness is already dead, and already killed in 
a plant where you have nobody but a sanitarian who has no authority 
to inquire into the wholesomeness of the bird itself, it is true, is it not, 
that you are passing on a product for wholesomeness where the kill- 
ing operation is not necessarily supervised ? 

Mr. Mitier. There was no ante mortem inspection at the time of 
killing, that is right. 

Mr. Reipy. I think we should strike out of your statement that 
phrase “killing operation”, should we not? 

We have here a wire which I would like to ask the Senator to place 
in the record, concerning the resolutions adopted today by the Associa- 
tion of Food and Drug Officials of the United States at their 60th 
annual conference in New York, and they say that whereas diseased 
poultry can be eliminated during slaughter and processing operations, 
and by adequate ante mortem and post mortem inspection procedures, 
and, whereas, if these procedures are not followed during slaughter, 
dressing, and evisceration, the evidence of disease will be largely 
removed by the eviscerating process and making its subsequent de- 
tection by control officials impossible, and thereby depriving the con- 
sumer of adequate protection. 

Would you agree with the Food and Drug officials that if these 
procedures are not followed during slaughter and dressing and evis- 
ceration, the evidence of disease may be largely removed ? 

Mr. Mirrrr. There has been no mandatory requirement for ante 
mortem inspection in our voluntary program. There have been opera- 
tions that have been carried on under the authority in the regulation 
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for ante mortem procedures when our personnel feel that that would 
contribute to the program. ‘The matter of ante mortem is something 
that is under debate, and the Department has set up a project or is 
developing projects to otudly whether it will make a contribution to 
inspection because there are great differences of opinion between cer 

tain people. We feel that ante mortem is necessary under certain 
conditions, but the type of ante mortem is something that needs to be 
studied. 

Mr. Reiwy. Our Food and Drug officials say that they believe that 
if there is not an ante mortem inspection, we are depriving the con 
sumer of adequate protection. You are saying that the Department 
either does not agree or has not made up its mind yet or has this under 
consideration. 

Mr. Miuuier. I did not say we did not agree with that. We feel 
that the type of ante mortem Inspection is important. 

Mr. Reipy. You feel there should be ante mortem inspection. Is 
that provided for in = other bills, other than 3176 ¢ 

Mr. Mitier. Yes; it is our interpretation that it is included in 
there. 

Mr. Rempy. I do not want to stop vou now, but I wish you would 
let us know later where there is provision for a requirement of that 
sort. 

Mr. Burz. We are definitely making a recommendation in other 
bills for requiring ante mortem inspection. 

Senator McNamara. Before you go into your next question, or 
before Mr. Reidy goes into his next question, I wonder if this farme: 
consumer exemption will take care of the religious groups who might 
be involved in such a program!’ We always hear from those people 
on these kinds of regulations, and what would " at be ? 

Mr. Reiwy. We have not yet on this one. I do not see where the 
question would arise. 

Senator McNamara. Because of the farmer-consumer relationship, 
and that exemption would take care of this group. 

Mr. Reipy. I think so, sir. 

Senator McNamara. That is all right‘ You agree with that ¢ 

Mr. Burz. Mr. Reidy, I might poimt out here, in this other bill, 5 
3588, under section 5, it specifically says— 





Inspection, ante mortem or post mortem or both. 

Mr. Reiwy. Thank you. 

Senator Murray. I have to be on the floor at 12 o'clock and so does 

Senator McNamara, but the witness will contiuue, and we will then 
recess until 2 o'clock. We will finish the other witnesses this after 
noon, 

Mr. Remy. Mr. Butz, I have here a copy of a poultry division 
mimeographed document, dated August 1, 1955, captioned, “Poultry 
Inspection Performed on a Resident Inspection Basis, Charges and 
Other Provisions.” Iam advised that it contains the provisions which 
go into contracts with applicants for voluntary poultry inspection; is 
that correct ¢ 

Mr. Miuuer. Yes; that is with regard to our fees. 

Mr. Rey. I direct your attention to an item on page 2 of this 
poultry inspection mimeographed release where it states that when a 
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transfer of an inspector from a plant is made at the request of the 
applicant, such applicant shall be billed the actual cost of travel, per 
diem and movement of household goods involved in the transfer of 
both the inspector transferred from the plant and the inspector trans- 
ferred to the plant. It is provided further that no charge shall be 
made when the assignment of an inspector is made at the sole discre- 
tion of the Agricultural Marketing Service. Is it not most unusual to 
permit people being inspected to have discretion as to the removal of 
inspectors! Is there any other inspection service in Government that 
has such a provision ? 

Mr. Mutter. We have had, in my experience with this program, as 
I recall, two instances when we definitely established that it would be 
to the best interests of the program because of personality clashes, and 
not because of failure to comply, but people sometimes just lo not see 
each other compatibly. We have aaeed two inspectors.’ 

Mr. Remy. Obviously there are occasions when the Food and Drug 
Administration would find that it was in the best interests of all con- 
cerned to move a particular inspector, because of temperamental 
problems and so on. Is there any other agency in Government which 
delegates any share of that decisionm: aking to the man who is being 
inspected ¢ 

Mr. Mitier. I do not know the answer to the question. But this 
should not be implied to mean that. We would not move a man and 
would very firmly refuse to move an inspector because he was requir- 
ing compliance with the regulations—and many industry members 
would attest to that—the provision you refer to makes it clear in our 
contract with the company that if we move the man because of this in- 
compatibility, they are facing the charge specified for bringing the 
man in. 

Mr. Rerpy. It does not say that though, it says, “When you remove 
the man at the sole discretion of the Department,” then you will pay 
his expenses. Now, there is a clear implication there that sometimes 
you move men at the discretion of other people. You make a specific 
provision that in that case they will pay the inspector's transportation. 

Mr. Mruirr. There may be that implication, but I have told you 
how we operate under it. 

Mr. Burz. Sometimes they may be removed at the request of the 
people but at the discretion of the Department. 

Mr. Reivy. Is it not ever at other than the sole discretion of the 
Department that a man who may have been employed for 20 years is 
picked up and told to take his kids out of school and sell his house and 
move 1,000 miles away ? 

Mr. Burz. It is at the discretion of the Department, and in some 
cases it may be upon the initiation of the request by the processor. 

Mr. Rey. Is this meaningless, this provision in your contract, that 
if the decision is made at the sole discretion of AMS, you will pay 
his transportation, but if it is not that will not be done? 


1The Department of Agriculture, to which the subcommittee sent a transeript of the 
hearings for grammatical editing, asked that the language above be replaced by the 

following : 

“We have had, in my experience with this program, as I recall, no instances when we 
moved inspectors solely at the request and upon payment of moving expenses by a plant 
operator.” 

“The subcommittee believes that the testimony given publicly by the Department's repre- 
sentative should stand as given, but we are happy to cooperate with the Department by 
thus setting forth the language the Department now feels its representative should have 
used, 
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Mr. Burz. You can—— 

Mr. Miuier. You can get the implication that we acquiesce to man 
agement, but as Mr. Butz has said it is the sole discretion of the De- 
partment as to whether we do acquiesce, and we would not acquiesce 
because management was unhappy because our individual was en- 
forcing the regulations. 

Mr. Remy. Why should you have this provision? Does it save the 
Government money or anything to get the packer to pay the expenses 
of moving an inspector, if he does not get along ¢ 

Mr. Miter. It indicates under what condition char ges will be made. 

Mr. Remy. [ still do not see why you have this provision in the con- 
tract. Ordinarily in every Government inspection service we know of, 
the Government reserves the right to itself and gives it to no one else 
to decide when an inspector shall be moved. Often, the departments 
receive requests from plants such as pharmaceutical houses, to say, 
“This inspector is causing trouble, and he is not doing his job proper ly. 
He is overwhelming us or he is causing trouble in other respects. ‘he 
Department, of course, welcomes, I presume, any such statement, and 
then investigates and either retains the man or if it means moving him 
they make the decision, and they move him. Apparently here you hold 
out an invitation to a poultry processor to ask that this inspector whom 
he does not like, who may be telling him he has got too many diseased 
birds, you are holding out an invitation, it would seem, for him to come 
in and ask about this man and say, “Iam willing to pay his expenses if 
you move him for me.” 

Mr. Mitier. The only difference is the fact that under the other 
programs you have mentioned, the Department or the Government or 
the administering agency has appropriated funds to make those moves. 
Under our program, as it is presently administered, that charge must 
be made. 

Mr. Remy. Under your program, if you did not have this provision 
in your contract, if you had to move the inspectors, would not the total 
cost of moving them be a part of the charge on the people participating 
in the program ? 

Mr. Miniter. You have two ways to cover it, one is to be specific with 
the plant under the individual contract and the other is to spread it 
over the entire operation. 

Mr. Remy. You could get all of the money you need for transferring 
inspectors, and it would be a part of the charge on the program. 

Mr. Mituer. Our fees could be raised overall to c arry that charge. 

Mr. Rewy. There is one program of inspection in the Department 
of Agriculture you have not mentioned yet. You do have a voluntary 
dog-meat inspection set up, do you not ¢ 

Mr. Lennartson. That goes under the meat-inspection personnel. 

Mr. Reipy. It is set up under the same Agricultural Marketing Act, 
and it has the same legal basis as the other program. 

Mr. Lenxnarrson, It is operated by the red-meat inspection servi 

Mr. Reiwy. The inspection of dog meat for wholesomeness on a 
voluntary basis, you have put under the Meat Inspection Di vision, 
which has the authority, and the experience over a great many years 
for testing for wholesomeniess. Dog meat is tested by the same ‘pe ople 
who test red meat. Poultry vou have put under the Agricultural 
Marketing Service, and not that branch of the Department whose sole 
interest is research and health and so on. 
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Mr. Burz. Dog meat comes from red meat, just the same as the red 
meat comes from red meat. It was logical to put it there. 

Mr. Reiwy. Now, let me ask you, you are having a voluntary inspec- 
tion of dog meat. Do the agreements made with the processors of 
dog food have any such provisions as the one in poultry, that invites 
the dog-meat processor to call you up and say, “I would like to get 
this inspector out of here and I am willing to pay his transportation” / 

Mr. Burz. Lam not familiar with their regulations. 

Mr. Rreipy. Would you advise us as to whether there is any such 
provision in the contract made with dog-food processors, 

Mr. Burz. We can insert that in the record and we would like to look 
into this point that you have raised here. 

(The information requested is as follows :) 


The Agricultural Research Service advises that there is no provision in inspec- 


tion contracts made with dog-food processors that invites the dog-meat proces- 
sors to call up and say: “I would like to get this inspector out of here and I am 
willing to pay his transportation.” 

Mr. Remy. We would appreciate that. 

I must say several of these questions were given to me to ask by 
members of the committee, who are busy at other committee assign- 
ments today. On page 4 of your statement, Mr. Butz, you referred 
to the Department's program as one which also protects consumers 
against being offered products which are improperly labeled. Would 
you explain that, please. 

Mr. Mititer. We work very closely with the Food and Drug Admin- 
istration in all of our label-approval proc edures, and we do not ap- 
prove a label that is in conflict with the provisions for proper labeling 
under the Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act. 

Mr. Retwy. Well, you protect consumers against being offered prod- 
ucts which are improperly labeled to the extent that you will not give 
them Department of Agriculture labels, I presume. 

Mr. Mitier. They cannot use indicias of the Department of Agri- 
culture. 

Mr. Remy. Could Reidy Super Chicken Market put out its own 
label graded “Grade A superfine” ¢ 

Could I do that even if the chickens were grade C and grade B—— 

Mr. Mitter. Yes, sir, except that you would be subject to Food and 
Drug surveillance. 

Mr. Remy. There is nothing you could do about it ? 

Mr. Minter. No. 

Mr. Reipy. I can do it even if they were disease-bearing chickens ? 

Mr. Miturr. Yes. 

Mr. Reiwy. Then, apparently, we have to rely, or the consumer has 
to rely for any protection, or real protection against improperly 
labeled poultry on the Food and Drug Administration. 

Mr. Miuirr. Except as the operators voluntarily operate under the 
program of the Department. 

Mr. Rewwy. But since as at present your program covers between 
20 and 30 percent of all of the poultry moving in commerce in the 
country, the consumer for protection against improper labeling now 


has to rely to an overwhelming extent on the Food and Drug Admin- 
istration. 


Mr. Miniter. That is right. 
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Mr. Burz. Not entirely, 1 would say, Mr. Reidy. 1 think the co: 
sumer can insist on a bird that bears the USDA grade label, because 
he now knows that that guarantees poultry that has come from prop 
erly supervised plants, and from healthy birds. 

The consumers are demanding that in increasing numbers and | 
think that underlies the tremendous increase in the Inspection service 
we have had in the last 5 years. 

Mr. Remy. But it is true that at the moment they have to rely on 
Food and Drug Administration for protection against any mislabeling 
for over 60 percent of the poultry moving in interstate commerce 

Mr. Burz. If they buy one that has USDA grade on it they cun have 
confidence in that. 

Mr. Reipy. Here is a question which we would like answered for the 
record and you may not have the information here today. You speak 
on page + of a pathological laboratory in the Department’s poultry 
Inspection service. Do you happen to know if that includes a virus 
isolation laboratory ¢ 

Mr. Minter. No; it does not. 

Mr. Remy. I am advised that when there is an outbreak of psitta 
cosis or something lke that, in poultry, your people and the local 
Food and Drug Administration people send the birds to the Com 
municable Disease Center of the Public Health Service in Georgia, 
where they do have such a laboratory. Is that your impression, o1 
would you furnish that information / 

Mr. Minter. We have some doctors here who could answer those 
questions. 

Mr. Reipy. The Communicable Disease Center is a department of 
the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, as the Food and 
Drug Administration is, and it might seem more logical that they 
should be responsible for this, rather than that you should build 
duplicate facilities to render a service which they can already perform. 

Mr. Mitier. We have pointed out, or it has been pointed out in Mr. 
Butz’ statement, that the determinations with regard to condemna 
tions are reviewed very fully by many research people and many 
medical people. 

Mr. Remy. When you need the pathological examinations made, 
vou have to send it out of your department over to Health, Education, 
and Welfare, where Food and Drug and Public Health are located, 
to get that work done ¢ 

Mr. Mintzer. Certain types of it. 

Mr. Reipy. If you want to find out whether this bird really has 
psittacosis or something like that ¢ 

Mr. Minier. Yes. 

Mr. Remy. On page 4 of your statement, on the last page, you 
describe the poultry industry today as well equipped with modern 
sanitary processing facilities, and the skills needed to produce high- 
quality products. Is the industry so equipped by and large now ¢ 

Mr. Lennartson. By and large, we did not think that that would be 
implied; there are substantial facilities within the poultry industry 
that can produce this type of product. 

Mr. Reiny. What percentage of the industry would you say is well 
equipped with modern sanitary processing facilities / 
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Mr. Lennarrson. We indicated in there that 25 percent of all poul- 
try sold from farms is now being federally inspected. Much poultry 
is consumed locally, in intrastate commerce, or in production areas, 
so we have got to assume that there is a substantially greater percent- 
age of inspected poultry moving in interstate commerce. Now, I 
would estimate, fr ankly, that it probably runs 50 ~— or better, 
which means that the ‘industry certainly can handle 50 percent or 
more of its poultry in very well- equipped plants. 

Mr. Remy. Then, if that is true, what would be the necessity for 
delaying the effective date of a compulsory inspection system, as in 
S. 3588, until July 1958, and then granting 2 vears more? 

Mr. Lennartson. I think the implic ation there i is that we probably 
without doubt have the better equipped plants in the poultry indus- 
try under inspection already, so now you start- moving out into the 
outer fringe where there is a greater need for proper equipping, 
and so forth, and for financial arrangements and construction and 
things of that nature. Time will be required for that. That is the 
purpose of the gradualism. 

Mr. Remy. You would figure about 50 percent of the plants now 
operating are pretty well equipped and they would have no problem ? 

Mr. Lennartson. Not in terms of plants, Mr. Reidy. I would say 
that the plants now equipped or under the program certainly are 
processing 50 percent or more of the poultry moving in interstate 
commerce. You will get into larger numbers as you go beyond these 
plants that are presently approved. 

Mr. Remy. As I understand it, the Department of Agriculture has 
two separate setups, one is the Agr icultural Research Service, which 
includes the livestock and disease-eradication branch—the old Bureau 
of Animal Industry, I believe it was called—and under that same 
Agricultural Research Service you have the Meat Inspection Branch, 
and the voluntary dog-food inspection. Under the Agricultural Mar- 
keting Service you w ould put the voluntary poultry-inspection service 
Could you explain why voluntary inspection of poultry went over 
there when the major responsibility is marketing, whereas the meat 
inspection and dog food are in a different division in which at least 
its primary responsibilities are not that of selling the product? 

Mr. Burz. On the face of it there seems to be some inconsistenc Vv 
in having these 2 different functions in 2 different agencies in the 
Department of Agriculture. I think that that is partly because they 
grew up that way, and there is some merit in tradition and the way 
things have been all through Government here, I think. There is 
another reason, and that is that the poultry-inspection work is very 
closely allied to poultry marketing. It had its big boost since the 
passage of the Agricultural Research and Marketing Act in 1946. 
The Poultry Division of the Agricultural Marketing Service has al- 
ways been very close to the poultry industry, and it was just felt 
logical that this would develop in the Poultry Division of the Agri- 
cultural Marketing Service, where they also handle the grading service. 

Mr. Rewy. If we were to pass legislation putting this mandatory 
inspection system into the Department of Agriculture would we have 
any assurance from the Department as to whether it would go to the 


Meat Inspection Division or stay over in the Agricultural Marketing 
Service / 
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Mr. Berz. That would be a matter for the Secretary's determina 
tion. He would have to make that determination based on a full cor 
-ideration of all of the factors involved, including the question of 
where the qualified personnel are now and where they have the exper 
ence to do the job. 

Mr. Retoy. And you think that the Secretary would make that 
determination / 

Mr. Burz. He would, in the absence of specific legisiat ion direct ing 
it to be one place or the other. 

Mr. Reipy. I hold here a letter from Dr. Roy Cleere, director of the 
Department of Publie Health of the State of Colorado. and he SaVs 
that— 


In an address by Assistant Secretary of Agriculture John Davis to representa 
tives of the Associated Egg and Poultry Industries, Secretary Davis stated, in 
reference to the Agricultural Reorganization Act, “We are more interested in 
setting industry cooperation to improve the poultry-inspection service than we 
are in where this function is carried out. We will leave it with the Poultry Divi 
sion in MAS or transfer it to the Meat Inspection Division, as you recommend.’ 

Mr. Burz. The Secretary would be guided by the recommendation 
of the industry. If this inspec tion becomes compulsor’ v he certainly 
would consult with the industry on where they want it because we 
must have the cooperation of the industry to make it succeed as we 
want it to succeed. 

Mr. Remy. Mr. Davis was not talking officially when he apparently 
promised the Associated Egg and Poultry Industries that they would 
put it in either place, as the ‘industry recommended 

Mr. Burz. I think what he meant to infer there was that they would 
be guided very strongly by the recommendations of the industry, in 
the absence of any compelling reason why they should not accept the 
advice of the industry. 

Mr. Remy. They would be well advised not to take that as a promise 
then: that it will be put where they recommend. 

Mr. Burz. Well, these things are always subject to final determina- 
tion by the Secretary, of course. 

Mr. Reiwy. Now. I have here the appendix C to the task-foree 
report on Federal Medical Services of the Hoover Commission and 
the task force makes the statement here that if the Federal Govern 
ment undertakes responsibility for compulsory inspection of poultry, 
the Agricultural Research Service rather than the Agricultural Mar- 
keting Service is the logical agency to administer the function. The 
Agricultural Research Service has considerable consumer interest 
und already inspects meat. Would it be your feeling that the Hoover 
task force recommendation would carry more weight than the recom- 
mendation of the industry affected / 

Mr. Burz. That would be taken into consideration. It might have 
been just as logical to have said that the Agricultural Marketing 
service has experience in the inspection and grading of poultry, and, 
therefore, should take over the red meat inspection service, excey 
that one is larger than the other. 

Mr. Reipy. Referring again to Dr. Cleere’s letter, I want to ask 
you a few questions about it. Dr. Cleere said that— 
the Food and Drug services in most States are the responsibility of the State 

epartment of public health, and there exists a most congenial and harmonious 
Working relationship and liaison between these States services and the Federal! 
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Food and Drug Administration. It must be emphasized that if Federal poultry 
inspection is placed under the administration of the Department of Agricul 
ture, by statutory authority, the Food and Drug Administration will be denied 
by law from cooperating with State and loca! health agencies in seizure of 
filthy and putrid and diseased or otherwise unwholesome poultry which has 
been in interstate commerce. 

Mr. Burz. I cannot conceive of that to be true. 

Mr. Reiwy. I wonder whether he was thinking that we might, by 
putting it in Agriculture, be preempting that local officer's authority 
and the Food and Drug Administration would not be able to operate. 
Perhaps Mr. Harvey might give us his opinion on that. Would the 
Food and Drug Administration, do you think, be precluded from 
acting in this field if we set up a compulsory poultry inspection in 
ihe Department of Agriculture / 

Mr. Harvey. I think it depends entirely upon the statutory pro- 
vision. That is as to whether or not the statute preempts the area 
for the poultry inspection service or not. 

Mr. Rewy. If we followed the pattern of the Meat Inspection Act, 
it would not preclude 

Mr. Harvey. The pattern of the Meat Inspection Act preempts the 
field, to that act, as far as that act goes, and then the Food and Drug 
Administration picks up. Practically, it means that after the product 
leaves the plant and it is on the market the Food and Drug Admin- 
istration would have the responsibility. 

Mr. Retpy. And presumably the same thing would apply here. 

Mr. Burz. That is right. 

Mr. Reipy. Dr. Cleere goes on to say: 





In 1950, the Food and Drug Administration seized a shipment of poultry 
on the eastern seaboard, which was processed in a Federal establishment in 
Colorado. This seizure was made on the basis that the birds were diseased 
and emaciated. Investigation revealed that the establishment which processed 
this poultry was operating under Federal approval for grading only but that 
there was no actual line inspection of the products to determine their freedom 
from disease. 

I suppose that could happen on occasion under this program. 

Mr. Burz. It could happen. 

Mr. Reiwy. But then he continues by saying: 

During March of 1951, a representative of the inspection service of the Produc- 
tion and Marketing Administration made an inspection of a poultry establish- 
ment located in the city of Denver. This establishment had been closed by the 
local authorities for noncompliance with municipal and State regulations. 
Without the knowledge of the local authorities, this plant was approved for Fed- 
eral poultry inspection. 

Is it accepted practice in the Department to license a plant which 
local health authorities says does not meet their standards? 

Mr. Miniter. We have regulations that are the minimum standard 
that the must comply with to operate under our program. Our 
policy is that if a city and county such as Denver, has standards which 
are above those in either the language or the interpretations, the 
plant would have to comply, of course, with those or not operate. In 
other words, if they had a different or much higher standard with re- 
gard to the types of walls or ceilings or whatever, than required by our 
minimum standards, it is conceivable the plant could not operate in 
that location, even though it could meet the standards of the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture. 





| 
| 


+ Comair 








satel am saps 


MANDATORY POULTRY INSPECTION 17 


Mr. Remy. I am asking, would the Department of Agriculture 
approve a plant and assign an inspector to it if their plant did not 
meet the standards of the local health department ¢ 

Mr. MILLER. I think that is a problem that has to be resolved bet ween 
management and the local authorities. 

Mr. Rey. Suppose local authority and management do not agree 
and the local authorities say this plant is substandard. Would you 
approve such a plant under those circumstances ¢ 

Mr. Miizier. We do not have authority in that jurisdiction over 
the local authorities. In other words, we could not usurp their author 
ities to close that pl: int. 

Mr. Reipy. Are you saying then that you do not go in and license 

a plant unless that plant is also approved by the local health authori 
ties ¢ 

Mr. Mier. In this particular instance, there was a misunderstand 
ing and that did happen, but that would not be a general practice. 

Mr. Reiwy. Well, I would like a more specific answer. Is it the 
Department’s policy othe its regulations not to license a plant if that 
plant. has been decl: ired substandard by local health authorities accord 
ing to local health standards 4 

Mr. Mituer. The answer is definitely “Yes.” 

Mr. Remy. If this situation was true, it should not be repeated 
under your present regulations. 

Mr. Mitxer. That is right. 

Mr. Reiny. Dr. Cleere goes on to say: 

In January of 1953, this Department in cooperation with local health depart- 
ments in the States, impounded approximately three carloads of frozen turkeys, 
distributed by the Production and Marketing Administration, to the State wel- 
fare department, consigned for use in school lunch programs and charitable insti- 
tutions. The turkeys were declared as unfit for human consumption because of 
a high percentage of spoilage and contamination. 

The matter was brought to the attention of the Production and Marketing 
officials in Washington, ID. C., with no direct action. It was not until a second 
shipment was received in February of 1953 which again was declared unfit for 
food because of the high percentage of spoilage and contamination, that the 
Production and Marketing Administration dispatched personnel to investigate the 
circumstances. The matter of disposition of these turkeys was a matter of 
concern to this Department inasmuch as we are charged with the protection of 
the health of the food of the consumers of this State. We objected to the pro 
posals of the Production and Marketing Administration that this poultry be 
consigned to a plant for further processing and canning 

Are you familiar, any of you gentlemen, with that situation? Can 
you explain that / 

Mr. MILLER. I can go into the complete details and | think we might 
offer to give you a statement on that whole problem in writing, if you 
would care to have it. 

Mr. Reipy. I think we would. 

Mr. Mitier. That incident happened in connection with the De- 
partment’s purchase of turkeys under section 32 authority. That is to 
distribute to schools throughout the United States. We bought 481/ 
million pounds of turkeys for that purpose. These three cars, if that 
was the number, were seized by the local health authorities in Colo- 
rado and I believe we had an inspector from our own staff make an 
inspection in Denver on the first car, and subsequent cars, and then 
we went to Denver about the first of March to discuss the whole prob- 
lem with the local health authorities. There was considerable money 
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invested and we wanted to get permission to take those lots of turkey- 
under proper protection to see that they did not go into market chan- 
nels in the form they were in in Colorado, into a processing plant 
where we would segregate those that were fit for human consumption 
and those that were not fit for human consumption and properly 
process the product that was wholesome. We finally reached that 
agreement and that was done with all of the turkeys except one lot. 

Mr. Remy. Did you reach agreement / 

Mr. Mitier. With the exception of one lot that was delivered to 
Greeley, Colo., and I think it was 19,000 pounds, was destroyed. 

Mr. Remy. As I get this picture, the Department of Agriculture 
Production and Marketing Administration sent in three carloads of 
diseased poultry. 

Mr. Minter. No, they were not diseased. 

Mr. Remy. They were out of condition. The poultry for use in 
the school-lunch program which the Denver health authorities and the 
Denver representative of the Food and Drug Administration said 
were unfit for human consumption. Now, ordin: urily, it is my under- 
standing, in those cases, it is the responsibility of the local health 
department or Food and Drug Administration to maintain ownership, 
possession of that sort of poultry until it is disposed or in ways that 
will not be injurious to food and health. In this instance we are 
advised that the Production and Marketing people requested the local 
health people to turn the consignment over to them, giving the local 
health department people to understand that they would follow the 
usual procedure and send them sealed under F ood and Drug super- 
vision and so on to the ultimate destination. Immediately after the 
health department turned them over to the Production and Marketing 
people, the Production and Marketing people advised them that they 
would bring legal action against any member of the local public health 
service who attempted to prevent that poultry being moved without 
proper supervision. 

Mr. Minter. I am not aware of that happening. 

Mr. Remy. We will have further testimony on that. 

Now, I have one last question, Mr. Butz. How long has the Depart- 
ment had in operation the program under which sanitarians grade 
chickens? 

Mr. Lennartson. What was the question ? 

Mr. Reiwy. How long has the Department had an operation in this 
program under which sanitarians grade chickens? 

Mr. Miniter. We have licenses we issue to individuals indicating 
their ability, after having passed an examination, to do various types 
of jobs. A sanitarian would not be licensed to grade poultry. 

Mr. Retwy. Who would be? 

Mr. Miter. A licensed grader. 

Mr. Remy. And that program has been in operation with licensed 
‘aders for how long? 

Mr. Mitter. I think since 1928 or away back. 

Mr. Remy. Would you send this committee a copy of any instruc- 
tions or regulations and the date when they were put into effect, which 
provided that these graders could not have a financial interest in this 
concern in which they are doing the grading? 

Mr. Mitter. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Reipy. That is all, and thank you very much, gentleme: 
We will recess until 2 o'clock this afternoon. 
(Whereupon, at 12:23 p. m., a recess was taken until 2 p. m., « 
this day.) 
AFTERNOON SESSION 


Senator Murray. The hearing will come to order, please. 

The first witness this afternoon is Dr. M. L. Shanholtz, Commis 
sioner of Health for Virigina, representing the Association of State 
and Territorial Health Officers. 

Dr. Shanholtz, will you take the stand, please. You may state y 
name. 


STATEMENT OF MACK I. SHANHOLTZ, M. D., COMMISSIONER OF 
HEALTH, COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, REPRESENTING ASSO- 
CIATION OF STATE AND TERRITORIAL HEALTH OFFICERS 


Dr. SHanuoutz. My name is M. I. Shanholtz. I am a medical doc- 
tor and my position is State Commissioner of Health of the Common- 
wealth of Virigina. 

Senator Murray. Have you a prepared statement or are you going 
to testify from notes / 

Dr. SHanuouz. A little of both, sir. 

Senator Murray. You may proceed in your own manner 

Dr. SHanuottz. I am here to represent the Association of State and 
Territorial Health Officers. I might say that the State and Territori: 
Health Officers Association is made up of all of the i 8. ti of 
health of the 48 States, as well as the Territories. I am sure that this 
committee knows that as commissioners of health we are legally re- 
sponsible for protection of the people's health. We are legally respon- 
sible for certain protective measures. 

I have been asked to testify in favor of Senate bill 3176. I might 
read the letter from our Secretary on this. This letter is dated 
March 20: 

I am writing to you in regard to S. 3176 to amend the Federal Food, Drug 
and Cosmetic Act so as to prohibit the movement in interstate or foreign com 
merce of unsound, unhealthy, diseased, unwholesome, or adulterated poultry or 
poultry products. This bill has been discussed by the executive committee of 
our association and we would like to record our position as being strongly in 
favor of its passage. It is of value to the public because it provides for a con 
sumer protective organization to meet the necessary inspections and checks 

We would appreciate whatever you can do to help further public healt! 
programs in this particular area. 

I think that this bill satisfies two principles that we stand for. 
I would assume this bill is to protect the consumer. <A bill with such 
an intent we think should go in a consumer protec tive type of agency. 

Further, we feel that the bill is aimed at the protection of the public 
health and therefore we feel that it should be in a health-oriented 
agency. 

Those of us who have devoted our lives to the public-health field 
know one thing, that where the health of the ies is concerned we 
have that responsibility at the State level or the local level. When 
something goes wrong, when sickness occurs, we cannot shake this 
responsibility. We do feel that we should have some say-so in legis- 
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lation which would tend to prevent sickness as well as being held 
responsible for doing something about sickness after it does occur. 

I promised to take about 5 minutes to state out stand on this, which 
I have done. If the committee should like to ask some questions I 
would be glad to try to answer questions. If I am not sure that I can 
answer them in the name of the association itself, I will be glad to 
try to answer in the name of the Commissioner of Health of the State 
of Virginia, my own personal opinion. 

Senator Murray. Do you wish to ask any questions ? 

Mr. Remy. Doctor, you say the State and Territorial Health Offi- 
cers Association feels it important that inspection, if it is to be man- 
datory inspection, be in a health-oriented agency. I presume you re- 

gard the purpose of this inspection as protection of the public health 
rather than primarily to contribute to the prosperity of agriculture. 

Dr. SHannonrz. That would be my interpretation, sir. 

Mr. Remy. The Assistant Secretary of Agriculture testified this 
morning that he felt it had a twofold purpose, that by protecting the 
public health and assuring the quality of poultry, we would ine iden- 
tally and at the same time be making poultry more acceptable to the 
consumer. I assume you would agree with that. 

Dr. Suannorrz. Yes, sir; I would agree that a bill such as this 
could incidentally have a market value. For example, many prod- 
ucts I don’t think you could sell to the public unless there was some- 
body certifying that they are not contaminated and that they are 
safe. That holds true for many foodstuffs. 

Mr. Remy. Then you feel if we have compulsory inspection of 
poultry and all poultry moving in interstate commerce has been in- 
spected and approved, it probably would redound to the profit of the 
poultry producer and create a bigger market. People who are not now 
willing because of what they have read, w ould have that danger re- 
moved and buy more. Would that ioe a probable consequence ? 

Dr. SHannovtz. I would think it would be a probable consequence, 
ves. 

Mr. Remy. That secondary consequence would follow automati- 
cally, would it not, whether this inspection were done in the Depart- 
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare, under Food and Drug, just 
as much as if it were done in the Department of Agriculture ? 

Dr. SHannotrz. I would think so, yes. 

Mr. Remy. You were here this morning, were you not, Doctor, 
when we talked about this contract provision in contracts entered into 
between the Department of Agriculture and the poultry producers 
who accept the voluntary inspection service / 

Dr. SHannoutz. No, sir. I was a little late for that part of the 
discussion. 

Mr. Reipy. Let me use another approach. Do you in your ee. 
ment in Virginia undertake any inspection services? Do you inspect 
any plants or buildings ? 

Dr. SHannourz. Yes, sir; in many areas. 

Mr. Remy. Are your inspectors in those cases employees of the 
department / 

Dr. Suannorrz: Yes, sir. 

Mr. Remy. Would you countenance the use as inspectors of people 
with a financial interest in the particular plant or process they were 
charged with the responsibility for inspecting ? 
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Dr. SHaANnHoLrz, You mean have a plant owner pay one of miy 
spectors / 

Mr. Rey. Either that or would you send into a plant an inspector 
who had a financial interest in that plant / 

Dr. SHANHOLTz. No, sir. 

Mr. Remy. The provision I referred to I will read to you, Doctor 
ae is a provision which appears in the contract entered into betwee! 

he Department of Agriculture and any poultry processor who wants 
tase voluntary inspection service. It refers to who will pay the mov 
ing expenses of an inspector who is moved from one station to a dif 
ferent station. It says: 


Provided that when a transfer of an inspector from the plant is made at the 
request of the applicant 


the applicant being the processor, the plant owner 


such applicant shall be billed the actual cost of travel, per diem, and moving of 
household goods involved in the transfer of both the inspector transferred fron 
the plant and the inspector transferred to the plant, provided further that no 
charge shall be made when the assignment of an inspector is made at the sol 
discretion of the Agricultural Marketing Service to replace an inspector w! 
has resigned, 

and so on. 

When you transfer an inspector from one permanent station to 
other, w ho pays the expenses ‘ 

Dr. SHANHOLTz. We do transfer inspectors. | believe under the 
general inspector class maybe I have somewhere in the neighborhood 
of 200 in our department. If an inspector would like to move some 
where else for his own personal reasons, and we can arrange it, we 
let him transfer and he pays expenses of moving. We might need to 
transfer him in an emergency situation or otherwise, and when we 
ask for his transfer the State pays e Xpenses. 

Mr. Reipy. In the case of an inspector that you would want to 
transfer because he was not getting along with the manager of the 
particular plant and the manager of the plant had made representa 
tions to you that this man was, let us say, overzealous or maybe had 
the wrong personality and was causing difficulties, I assume that. you 
would investigate such a request that a man be transferred. 

Dr. Suanuorrz. I don’t believe transfer would be the proper pro 
cedure there. If a person is incompetent and cannot carry out his 
duties perhaps he should be relieved rather than be transferred else 
where. I don’t believe we have had that come up. 

Mr. Reipy. It is conceivable, is it not, that you would find a ma 
really was not incompetent but personal relationships had deve loped 
between himself and a foreman such that there would be trouble all 
around, and you had somebody willing to move in / 

Dr. SHanuourz. I am not aware that we are troubled much with 
that sort of thing. Our evaluation of a man is how well he does his 
job. He has to be competent, because we do have a system for hiring. 

Mr. Remy. You would make that determination whether he was 
competent or not ‘ 

Dr. SuHannourz. Oh, yes. 

Mr. Remy. Would you share that responsibility in any sense with 
the owner of the plant ? 

Dr. Suannoirz. No, I wouldn’t share the responsibility of trans 
ferring or firing him, but I would be quite willing to listen to anything 
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he had to say relative to what he had learned about the man as to his 
competency 

Mr. Remy. What do you think would be the effect on the morale of 
your inspectors if you were suddenly to enter into contracts with the 
people whose plants they were inspecting, containing a provision such 
as this which says that you will pay the expenses of the transfer when 
you make the sole determination, but that if the action initiated at the 
request of the man inspected, yresumably—it doesn’t say this—and 
therefore you no longer make the sole determination, the person who 
owns the plant will pay his traveling expenses. 

Dr. SHannowrz. | think it would be quite difficult to hire competent 
personnel under that sort of arrangement. We do try to hire people 
who want to take up public health as a career, offering them some 
security in their jobs as long as they do a good job. 

Mr. Remy. Do you think such a provision might have the effect of 
intimidating the inspector and making him feel he was more re- 
sponsible to the plant owner than to his agency ? 

Dr. SuHanunoutz. I think a certain amount of insecurity in that 
would work against him. 

Mr. Retpy. Those are all the questions I have, sir. 

Senator Murray. Thank you, Doctor. 

The next witness will be Mr. Leon Schachter, vice president, and 
Mr. Shirley W. Barker, director, poultry department, Amalgamated 
Meat. Cutters and Butcher Workmen of North America. 

These men really know the poultry business from the inside out and 
are the men who work in the poultry plants. I am sure that their testi- 
mony will be of great value to our committee. 


STATEMENT OF LEON B. SCHACHTER, VICE PRESIDENT, AMAL- 


GAMATED MEAT CUTTERS AND BUTCHER WORKMEN OF NORTH 
AMERICA (AFL-CIO) 


Mr. Scwacnrer. My name is Leon B. Schachter. Iam a vice presi- 
dent of the Amalgamated Meat Cutters and Butcher Workmen of 
North America (AFL-CIQ), a labor union with 315,000 members and 
more than 500 locals in the 48 States, Alaska, and Canada. 

1 am indeed grateful for this opportunity to present the views of 
our organization on the very important topic of legislation you are 
considering in the form of S. 3176. In fact, we of the AMCBW have 
waited for several years for this day. We have, since 1953, eagerly 
looked forward to the time when a congressional committee would 
investigate the problems posed by the marketing of filthy and diseased 
poultry. 

Because we have more than 30,000 members working in poultry- 
processing plants, we have a firsthand knowledge of the problems of 
the industry. We have become aware of the filth and disease-ridden 
products some processors are sending to market; of the danger that 
these unscrupulous operators pose to the rest of the industry and of the 
serious health hazards which exist for consumers and poultry workers. 

We have become especially familiar with the dangers faced by poul- 
try workers when they are forced to work in filthy surroundings and 
handle diseased fowls. Rashes, infections, and sometimes severe ill- 
nesses and deaths, haunt workers in sections of the industry. 
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There are serious abuses in both product wholesomeness and plant 
and processing cleanliness in the industry. However, I want to em- 
phasize that in this, as in any situation requiring regul: ation, there are 
a substantial number of operators who maintain high standards. We 
are not critical of this part of the industry. In fact, the practices 
which these processors have voluntarily instituted provide the stand 
ards which should be imposed on all sections of the industry. 

When years ago poultry workers, in increasing numbers, complained 
about filth-enc rusted, rodent-infested, and refuse-littered plants send- 
ing contaminated and diseased poultry to an unsuspecting public, 
we consulted health authorities. 

Senator Murray. Similar conditions to those you are deseribing 
have prevailed in other food industries—in the bakery industry, for 
instance. The Pure Food and Drug Act regulates them and inspects 
them. They sometimes discover very filthy conditions and dangerous 
conditions prev: al. The country is becoming very sc ared of eating 
any more. We have a prayer now that starts out, “Give us this day 
our daily poison,” because there is a little poison in nearly everything 
you eat. All the food is sprayed with poison and if you don’t wash 


it off carefully you get sick. So it seems to me that what you are 
testifying here today is important and we should try to remedy these 
conditions. 

Mr. Scuacuter. I should think so, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Murray. Not only in this industry but in every industry. 

Mr. Scuacurer. That is true. 

We found that many public-health-conscious individuals and 
croups had called for the mandatory inspection of poultry to stop 
these scandalous conditions. They suggested legislation containing 
an Inspection system, sanitation provisions, and sanitary practices re- 
quirement as the best means of ending the flagrant abuses then and 
now in existence. 

We recalled the history of health legislation in another of our 
union’s industries, meat packing, and we found the views of the health 
authorities corroborated. There, mandatory inspection has virtually 
wiped out the health dangers. Meat inspection has proved a mag- 
nificent boon to the public, the packinghouse worker, packinghouse 
managament, and the farmer. 

In 1954, a terrible outbreak of psittacosis, an influenzalike disease, 
broke out among the turkey flocks in Texas. It spread to the men 
and women who processed the turkeys. One or two deaths and some 
200 cases of human illness are attributable to one one outbreak alone. 
This epidemic dramatically demonstrated to us the urgency of the 
problem. Since then a number of such sutienaiel have occurred 
the latest, in Oregon, causing 2 deaths and 62 cases of illness. 

The AMCBW has for several years been engaged in a large-scale 
education campaign for mandatory poultry inspection. We have 
urged the Congress, State legislatures, and city councils to protect 
their constituents by enacting laws for an effective mandatory poultry 
inspection system. 

A great number of individuals and organizations are as concerned 
as we are with the dangers of diseased, contaminated, and adulaterated 
poultry. We have joined with hundreds of organizations in this 
drive. Consumer groups, farm groups, health organizations, women’s 
clubs, and labor unions, all have taken part in the campaign. In De- 
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cember 1955, the trade associations of part of the poultry-processing 
industry also began to advocate mandatory inspection. In other 
words, a large number of greatly differing groups or organizations 
have concluded that poultry inspection legisl: ation is a major national 
health need. 

Members of Congress have shown their awareness of the dangers 
posed by the conditions in some parts of the poultry processing in- 
dustry. We are grateful that this year eight Members of the Senate 
introduced a bill to end these problems. Led by Senator Murray, 
Senator Bender, Douglas, Humphrey, Kuchel, McNamara, Morse. 
and Scott introduced S. 3176 on February 18. 

This, Mr. Chairman, is an excellent bill. By providing for ante- 
mortem and post mortem inspection, sanitation standards and sanitary 
practices, it would give the country a truly effective inspection system. 
The agency assigned under the bill to carry on this work—the Food 
and Drug Administration—is a consumer-protective organization 
whose work has never been questioned. The penalties provided by 
the bill will assure that the provisions of the measures will not be 
lightly flouted. 

“In our opinion, S. 3176 is the means for eliminating the flow of filthy 
and diseased poultry to market. We believe it will benefit the con- 
sumer, the farmer, the poultry worker, and the poultry industry. It 
will be a boon to all, just as the Meat Inspection Act has been, in its 
field, in the last 50 years. 

We heartily endorse S. 3176 and urge this subcommittee to approve 
it. We hope that the Senate and the House of Representatives will 
speedily follow suit, so that in a short time consumers can buy poul- 
try with assurance that they are getting a clean, wholesome, and 
healthful product. 

With your permission, Mr. Chairman, I should like to have the 
director of the AMCBW’s poultry department, S. W. Barker, present 
the reasons for our stand. He will testify at the convenience of the 
committee. He has prepared quite a comprehensive report. 

Senator Murray. Is he present now? 

Mr. Scuacurer. He is right here with me. 

Senator Murray. He may proceed right now. 

Mr. Scuacuter. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 


STATEMENT OF SHIRLEY W. BARKER, DIRECTOR, POULTRY DE- 
PARTMENT, AMALGAMATED MEAT CUTTERS AND BUTCHER 
WORKMEN OF NORTH AMERICA (AFL-CIO) 


Mr. Barker. My name is Shirley W. Barker. I am director of the 
poultry department of the Amalgamated Meat Cutters and Butcher 
Workmen of North America. 

Mr. Chairman, I have prepared here a statement some 60 pages in 
length which, with your permission, I will summarize without read- 
ing and offer it for the record because of the pressure upon the Sen- 
ator” s time. 

Senator Murray. The complete statement will be carried in the 
record. 

(The statement appears on p. 99.) 

Mr. Barker. Thank you. 
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I will follow through in our statement. I think we have prepared 
au very conprehensive statement for presentation to the committee 
dealing with all phases of the problem pertinent to the passage of 
3176. We have recorded cen feadions and substantiated them in every 
case where we could with the views of experts and authorities in 
various pertinent fields. 

On pages 1 and 2, we have shown the conditions in the poultry 
processing plants as our people found them in the processing plants. 
Starting on page 3, under subtitle “Affidavits.” we have quoted from 

few of the affidavits that we have collected in our survey of t] 
various plants. I have for the record a number of affidavits which 
are not quoted in the statement which I would like to submit. With 
vour permission, Mr. Chairman, I would like to present one copy of 
each complete affidavit with all names, for the private use of the com- 
mittee. We will submit for the record, a second copy with the names 
of the companies blacked out. With the permission of the chairman, 
I would like to introduce these at this time. May I hold this one just 
a little longer? 

Senator Murray. They will be inserted in the record at the appro- 
priate place. 

Mr. Barker. It is not our intent to crucify an individual company. 
We wish to show by these affidavits the things that need to be corrected. 
Therefore, we ask the privilege of introducing into the record those 
affidavits with the company names blacked out. 

Starting on page 5 of our report we have touched upon Food and 
Drug Administration activities in this field and the findings that 
they, have brought to light as a result of seizure of shipments and 
prosecutions, many of these coming from plants which operate under 
the Department of Agriculture permissive type of regulations now 
in effect. These seizures are illustrative of the great need for an 
adequate, comprehensive, and mandatory inspection regulations. 

arty on page 7 we touch upon the health dangers. On pages 
7,8, 9, and 10, we present writings and statements of some of the best 
authorities on poultry and poultry diseases in the land, recognized 
experts in this field. This section tells of the many poultry diseases to 
which man is susceptible. Also, the opinions of experts are quoted 
for the record on the need for ante mortem and post mortem inspec- 
tion. 

On page 10 under the heading of “One-fourth to one-third of food 
poisoning cases,” we then come back to the United States Public 
Health Service and we report to you the findings of this division of 
the Government that from one-fourth to one-third of the food- 
poisoning cases each year are directly traceable to poultry and poultry 
products. 

On page 11, under “typical outbreaks among consumers,” we have 
gone into illustrative cases of the poultry-caused food poisoning out- 
breaks which are mentioned in the reports published by the United 
States Public Health Service. 

Starting on page 14, under “industrial health hazards,” are facts 
which we particularly want to bring to the committee’s attention 
because it 1s a very important problem for us. It deals with the 
many cases of illness, and sometimes death, which occur among the 
commercial poultry workers in processing plants. They are subject 
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to many diseases which they cannot avoid by personal actions. Nor 
can they refuse to handle the diseased poultry because they are gen- 
erally unaware of the existence of the health dangers. We have given 
to the committee here a very tragic instance of ‘poultry disease caus- 
ing not only illness among the workers, but also chaotic conditions in 
the industry itself. Poultry diseases are a twofold thorn in the work- 
ers’ sides because as the public becomes panicked over outbreaks of this 
kind, it resists the purchase of the product and we lose man-hours of 
work. So not only do we suffer the illness and sometimes, as already 
reported here, death—in this, the Oregon case, there were two—we 
also lose employment from the failure of the people to buy the 
product. 

It is most interesting that it was not the Agriculture Department 
that resolved the problems of the Oregon epidemic. It was the 
public health authorities. The United States Public Health Service 
was called in to investigate and to determine what steps should be 
taken to protect the workers, what steps were needed to cure the 
birds, what guidance should be given the industry to see that the 
outbreak did not occur again. These were public health people of 
the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare. The Agricul- 
ture Department was at a loss to determine what should be done. 
That is one of the reasons why we think S. 3176 provides the proper 
agency for inspection work regardless of the position the Food and 
Drug Administration or HEW desire to take on it. 

If these are hazards to the general public, then it is our belief that 
the Department of Government best qualified to protect the consumer 
and the workmen, when it has the ability to carry on the operation, 
should control and administer the mandatory inspection as prescribed 
in S. 3176. 

On page 16, under the heading of “Lack of Effective Inspection,” 

we go into a very brief history of the red-meat inspection, the occa- 
sion which brought about mandatory Federal meat inspection nation- 
ally, and we go into the growth of the poultry industry, starting on 
page 17. There already “has been mentioned during these hearings 
the fantastic growth of this industry from one which was selling only 
the surplus and /or cull products from the egg industry a few short 
years ago to a large commercial operation today. Last year more 
than a billion broilers were raised. We touch upon this growth at 
some length. This growth is probably the cause of some of the 
problems that the industry faces. 

In spite of that growth, we do not believe that the industry can 
shirk or should try to set aside its responsibilities to the gener: al con- 
suming public, and, therefore, we again refer back to the need for 
mandatory inspection. 


We provide on page 19 the per capita poultry-meat consumption for 
the years 1940 through 1954. 

Starting on page 20, we touch upon and try to describe the AMS 
programs or inspec tion service, as we fr equently refer to it. Thisserv- 
ice is nonregulatory and is in an agency whose basic job is the 
promotion of farm commodities. We are in favor of the promotional 
activities, but we do not feel that the same agency which performs 
them can properly regulate the health and sanitation factors of the 
poultry industry to protect the consumer. 
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The inspection services which AMS does have are not too widely 
used, and it has fallen upon the Food and Drug Administration to 
carry and give the public the little protection that it has had in this 
field. 

You will find our comments on the Food and Drug Administration 
activities starting on page 21. Also reported there are results of 
inquiries by various Congressmen to the Food and Drug Administra- 
tion to determine the extent and ability of FDA to police under the 
present regulations the sale of unwholesome and diseased poultry. 

Starting on page 22, we touch on the State inspection program. We 
have made an extensive survey of the State inspection programs over 
a long period of time. There are many States contemplating work 
on different types of poultry programs, but no State at this particular 
time has an effective ante-mortem and post-mortem inspection law. 
So we cannot fall back upon the States. They are waiting for the 
national pattern to be set, and then they can complete their own plans 
and regulate that part of the industry which is not covered by national 
legislation. 

Staring on page 23, we describe the demand for mandatory inspe: 
tion. It is very ‘enlightening to find that so many organizations, and 
particularly v irtually every public health organization, have long been 
aware of these problems. They have been advocating what we have 
been advocating, in some cases even longer than we have. I think 
is noteworthy to mention the Conference of State and Territorial 
Health Officers, the American Federation of Labor and Congress of 
Industrial Organizations, because of their consumer interests, the Na- 
tional Grange, which has taken quite an interest in this and has passed 
resolutions dealing with this subject, and the American Institute for 
Poultry Industries. 

The Hoover Commission task force, I think, took a very forthright 
position on the need for poultry inspection. 

Senator Murray. Has the National Government ever 
steps to try to cure this condition ? 

Mr. Barker. To my knowledge, as of this time, it has not. The 
only form of inspection whatsoever in existence is that nonregulatory 
inspection administered under the AMS program. 

Senator Murray. There is always a great hesitancy to interfere 
with private enterprise. 

Mr. Barker. It would seem that there is some hesitancy. I think 
I express the views not only of my own organization, but of many 
other organizations that in that hesitancy the Government has failed 
to provide the health protection which the people are entitled to have. 
Some functions the individual and private enterprise can do. In 
some fields self-regulation is the answer, but not when it involves the 
health of the general public. No man is so high that he can set the 
standards to regulate himself in this field. The people expect the 
maintenance of basic health standards by the Government. The sad 
part of it is that they think that they have this protection. It has 
only been through our own complaints and investigations that the 
public has been made aware that poultry was sold without inspection. 

Senator Murray. I must say you are rendering a great service to 
the country in pursuing this study and providing this evidence for 


us. You are entitled to our compliments for having been of such 
great assistance to us. 


taken any 
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Mr. Barker. Thank you, sir. 

On page 26 we touch upon the inspection and how and by whom 
it should be carried on. Again I think it is worth repeating, because 
we feel very strongly about ‘this matter, who is best qualified to admin- 
ister an inspection program and what type-of inspection we believe 
should be carried on. I think it is very noteworthy that we were 
not hesitant when Senate bill 3176 was introduced. We indicated 
our support publicly, and we have encouraged our friends to support 
this bill, because here was mechanism for a good consumer-protective 
organization to carry on a function for the protection of consumers. 

We can find no reason for the present position of the Food and 
Drug Administration or HEW, as we heard it expressed here today. 
It seems strange to many of us, Iam sure. If the division of the Gov- 
ernment known as Health, Education, and Welfare is going to deter- 
mine the pattern that the Congress of the United States is going to 
follow in adopting legislation, I am sure that the consumers are 
going to be a little muddled as to why this thing comes about. I 
touch upon this point because it is very important and, I think, a 
very definite issue must be made of it. The people have the right 
to know whether or not they are getting full inspection. After all, 
they, the consumers and the wor kers, are the ones who are going to 
pay the final bill, regardless of how the appropriations are made. 

We touch very briefly on page 26 also on ante-mortem and _ post- 
mortem inspection. Speaking of ante-mortem inspection we quote 
Commissioner Larrick of the Food and Drug Administration on the 
subject. He takes the position that ante-mortem inspection is very 
essential. A very notable authority, Dr. Brandly, is also quoted. [ 
would like to go a little further than that and read two affidavits to 
show why the ‘position of these people is not only justified, but ante- 
mortem inspection is a very definite “must.” 

This is the affidavit—I will leave the names blank—of Julia J. 


Before me, the undersigned authority, a notary public is and for S county, on 
this day personally appeared Julia J. who, after being duly sworn by me, stated 
under oath that: 

“I, Julia J., am a resident of S county. I am a chicken grower in S county 
and have been growing chickens for at least 2 vears. On or about May 13, 1954, 
i. Thursday, I sold my house of 3,000 chickens to the X firm in S county. At the 
time that X bought my chickens, they were all sick and were dying at a fast 
rate. I called the chicken doctor out to my place. He is a Mr. B. When the 
chicken doctor arrived he looked the chickens over and said that he didn’t know 
what to do with them since he had prescribed all the medicine that he knew of for 
their colds. He said the only thing to do was to sell them before they all died. 
I had these chickens insured through the X feed company and would have been 
paid under this policy for all of them that died. Mr. C hauled these sick chickens 
to the processing plant at T, Tex. I insisted that these chickens could not be soid 
here in X town at either of the two processing plants, and I received a good deal 
of argument along these lines, but he finally relented and agreed not to carry 
thein to either of these two plants. I personally followed the truck as far as 
X town to make sure that the feed company lived up to its agreement on where 
the chickens would be sold.” 


A second affidavit on this same subject I think is worthy of reading, 
if the Chair will bear with me. 


My name is Johnny E. I am a chicken grower in X county and the chickens 
I grow are processed in the X plant. At one time I had about 1,500 chickens 
that were sick and I call the chicken doctor to come out and look at them. On 
his first trip he said he did not think they were sick, but on his third visit, and 
after the chickens had started dying, he said they were sick, but nothing could 
he done to cure them. He then told me to call Brown A, who inspects chickens at 
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the farm before they are loaded to be taken to the plant to be dressed. Brown A 
works for X company. I called Mr. A and asked him to come out and see about 
my chickens because I w anted to sell them. When he came out and looked at the 
chickens he told my wife he thought they had been sick all the time and that he 
would send a truck out for them that night. That night a truck cans 
chickens were loaded and taken away. ‘The driver of the truck was an employee 
of X company. Three or 4 days later I went to the plant, collected 20 cent 
a pound for these chickens—29 cents a pound was the market price for broilers 
at that time. The check I received was on X company. 

1 think these are indicative of the reasons why ante-mortem inspec- 
tion no longer can be considered unnecessary. I think these affidavits 
bring home to us very strongly the reasons why the processor and the 
consumer and the poultry worker must be protected vith both ante- 
mortem and post-mortem inspections 

Our dise ‘tussion of ante-mortem and post-lii rtein Inspect! ons con 
tinues through page 28 and we quote for the committee additional 
authorities on the subject. In addition to that, I would like to read 
a part of a regulation which comes out of the AMS now provided in 
form of inspection. It states: 


ae 
rhe 
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slaughter, it is entirely feasible to visibly examine daily each battery of birds 
in the plant. 


While it is not practicable to handle and examine each live bird prior to 


The Agriculture Department says it has the experience with poultry 
It seems to me if it has lenrned this is an entirely feasible p rocedure, 
there should be no further argument when the public health author ity 
und others say that ante ‘mortem inspection is necessary. 

On page 28 we go into the matter of sanitation standards and sani- 
tary practices. Here again we have quoted for the committee, au- 
thorities in the poultry and public health fields. We have tried to give 
through direct quotes, body, strength, and authority to this entire 
presentation. Many other groups are quoted on this particular sub- 
ject dealing with sanitary practices and sanitary installations, 

Starting on page 32 we touch upon the pos mbility of poultry in- 
spection under the Agricultural Marketing Service. We go into this 
subject to great length strating on page 33 ailines we touch upon the 
functions of AMS, which are not consumer protection or regulatory 
in nature, 

On page 35 we quote attacks upon what was then known as PMA, 
now AMS, by the Budget Bureau in connection with the various 
poultry functions that it is carrying on. I think it is noteworthy, too, 
that in the same section we touch upon the distinction the Army makes 
between red-meat plants under the Federal Inspection Act and the 
poultry plants operating under AMS regulations. 

The Bureau of the Budget reports says as follows: 

The Army is especially careful in the inspection of poultry for disease, and so 
forth, because the various State, local, and private arrangements made by PMA 
for poultry inspection and grading have caused officials in the Veterinary Corps 
to question the adequacy of controls mainteined over sanitation and disease in 
poultry houses. 

This contrasts with the Army’s attitude toward red meat, a section 
of the Bureau of the Budget report which I would also like to read: 

The Army purchases meat only from plants which are subjected to Federal 
inspection by BAT. The army does not duplicate the antemortem inspection 
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of BAI nor does it attempt to inspect viscera or carcasses or the killing floor, 
The veterinary officers and enlisted men concentrate on general surveillance 
of sanitation, observation of cooking, mixing, smoking, pickling, and packaging 
operations to assure conformance with specifications and they observe how in- 
gredients are added to processed meat products to assure proper proportions in 
accordance with the specifications. 

The Bureau of the Budget, I think, did an excellent job in stating 
the faults of the AMS or PMA program, as it was known at that time. 

Starting with page 37 we present an example of the lack of con- 
sumer interest shown by AMS. This is an illustration where, after 
pressure by industry, certain labeling practices were changed within 
the Department. The fact that the industry was able to exert enough 
pressure upon the AMS to permit them to put a U.S. grade A emblem 
upon poultry which had not been inspected received wide attention 
throughout the country. Public health authorities, those associated 
and familiar with the red-meat inspection and the use of the Govern- 
ment shield grade A, raised strong and loud protests. Finally under 
that pressure, and only under that pressure, did AMS rescind its 
action and prohibit the use of the shield on uninspected fowls. 

On page 39 will be found a statement from the Association of Food 
and Drug Officials as far back as June 25, 1951, when they were pro- 
testing the failure of the Government to enact the necessary legisla- 
tion to provide protection for the consumer and objecting to the use 
of what they felt were unethical practices. I will read at least part of 
the report as given by Mrs. Sarah V. Dugan, who represented the 
Association of Food and Drug Officials. 


We health officials no longer have confidence in the ability or integrity of the 
Production Marketing Administration to handle the poultry inspection and sani 
tation problem. We, therefore, request you to take appropriate action to see 
that no further breakdown of confidence of health officials occurs in this respect 
by removing the inspection and sanitation problems from Production and Market- 
ing Administration control. 

Let me repeat, this position was taken as early as June 25, 1951, 
by a group of professionals in the field of sanitation and health 
control. 

On page 40 we point out to the committee some of what we consider 
the basic operational faults of the AMS poultry program as it is now 
functioning. The three basic faults are as follows: 

(1) The lack of correlation between the sanitation program and 
the inspection service; (2) the fact that AMS provides only a small 
amount of ante-mortem inspection; and (3) the practice of permitting 
plants to operate with inspection during some periods and without 
inspection during other periods. 

The question has been raised about the penalties under the present 
AMS regulations. They provide no penalties. AMS can only with- 
draw the service, which is paid for by the employer. If the service is 
withdrawn, in many cases the employer suffers the less; he is even 
saved the fee which he has been spending for the service. 

On page 42 we have given the committee a number of illustrations 
of seizures of PMA-approved products made by State health units. 

From page 44 I would like to read a part of a quote because I think 
it is very pertinent in view of comments made here today. 

The United States Food and Drug Administration brought into 
court firms which used either the sanitation or inspection service of 
the Production -and Marketing Administration or Agricultural 
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Marketing Service. Here is a case as reported by the United States 
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare Food and Drug 
Review, under date of August 1955. I repeat that date, August 
1955. 


New York district. The shipment of diseased poultry brought Kessler Bros 
Inc., of Farmingdale, N. J., a fine of $250, and 2 of the firm’s officers, John and 
Felix Kessler, were each placed on probation for 1 year. Factory evidence 
showed that cull poultry was being funneled into channels of sale for human 
use and turned up in Brooklyn, N. Y., and Philadelphia, Pa The firm's 
vice president, Felix Kessler in his position as a bonded sanitarian of the United 
States Department of Agriculture, should have been aware of the need f 
refusal to purchase obviously sick and diseased poultry; and for careful exan 
nation of unfit birds before they got into the processing line 


There is more to the report but that was the germane part “ if 

I would like to go back for just a moment to page 40 and read from 
the instructions of AMS, instruction No. 910 poultry grading July 
1, 1952. 

The service that is rendered under sanitation process marketi < limited 
to Sanitation and, as such, we do not have the authority to prohibit a Hips 
from packing birds that may be emaciated or show external evidence of diseases 


Yet this company, in the face of this regulation and in the face of 
this conviction, is on the approved list or can be on the approved 
list of AMS plants. 

The Kessler case we feel demonstrates the conflict of interest exist 
ing in sanitation and grading programs of the Agricultural Market 
ing Service. 

On page 45 again we point out one of the faults of the present grad 
ing and sanitation program. 

On page 46, we describe the shifting of men in the poultry inspec 
tion part of the Production and Marketing Administration or Agri 
cultural Marketing Service because of their desire for adequate 
enforcement. These shifts have occasionally reached the top level, 
according to newspaper reports. On July 26, 1954, Drew Pearson 
reported, and I read: 

On June 1 Pier (Dr. B. C. Pier, former chief of the Poultry Inspection in 
PMA) wrote a confidential memo to his chief, W. D. Termohlen, Director of the 
Poultry Division: “We feel that during the past year the efficiency of the Poul 
try Inspection Service has deteriorated markedly,” he said. “This is evi- 
denced by reports from canners and others who purchase inspected, eviscerated 
poultry that has not been properly prepared as ready-to-cook poultry. There 
is a widespread feeling in the inspection service that efforts to carry out a 
sound program will not receive backing if the industry objects. Many super- 
visors and inspectors have become extremely discouraged in their efforts.” 

Continuing on page 47: 

For his memo (Pier) was summarily removed as inspection chief and re- 
placed by Dr. Koy E. Willie, whose first act was to inform employees that he 
“wanted to be fair to the industry.” 

Pier was given a fancy but meaningless assignment in charge of State in- 
spection programs. Since few States have inspection programs, this puts Pier 
in a spot where he can not bother the industry. 

For the record I would like to read a letter and offer it as evidence, 
dealing with this same subject. This is from a veterinarian, addressed 
to our union's international secretary-treasurer. 

A few weeks ago I received a pamphlet from you, Congress Should Probe Sick 
and Diseased Poultry. I am heartily in sympathy with your crusade. I was 
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employed by the Department of Agriculture last year from September until 
January as a poultry inspector in a number of plants in Minnesota, lowa, and 
Missouri. I learned quite a lot in the short time I was employed. I read the 
pamphlet from cover to cover. I know every word of it to be true. Conditions 
in some of the plants under inspection are deplorable. When the inspector who 
is conscientious starts to crack down—this is what happened to me when I tried 
to enforce a few regulations. The plant owner calls up my area supervisor. 
The area supervisor stays behind me. But the plant owner happens to have helped 
Senator so-and-so get elected, so he calls him in Washington and he in turn gets 
hold of the Director of the Poultry Inspection Service and the plant owner gives 
me the horselaugh. I get transferred. And finally get fed up and resign. 

As I mentioned before, I am heartily in sympathy with your movement and if 
I can be of any help in any way I will be glad to. 

will submit it for the record. 

Senator Murray. Was that referring toa State senator / 

Mr. Barker. It doesn’t say, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Murray. It must have been. 

Mr. Barker. I think the important part of this letter, Mr. Chair- 
man, is the fact that if this had been a regulatory body with a proper 
awareness of the need for consumer protection, the inspector would 
not have been transferred, regardless of who brought pressure on 
whom. 

On page 47 we go on to illustrate the demands for removal of inspec- 
tion service from the PMA and AMS. 

On page 48 we summarize the faults of the AMS program. 

At this time, Mr. Chairman, I think it would be proper to submit for 
the record a number of letters that we have dealing with this subject. 
I won’t take the time to read them. They can be put into the record. 
They all deal with faults of AMS inspection. 

Senator Murray. That will be incorporated in the record in connec- 
tion with your testimony. 

Mr. Barker. This is only a small sample which we picked out and 
which we thought were pertinent and eeu of the letters that we 
have received from all sections of the country. 

On page 49 we touch upon the possible sei of the Poultry In- 
spection Service in the Meat Inspection Division. We analyze here 
the reasons why we do not think this is a good, although we do not criti- 
cize the Federal Meat Inspection Branch. We believe it has done fine 
work in the red-meat field. 

We feel that the Federal Meat Inspection is perhaps in the Agri- 
cultural Department by reason of a political accident rather than by 
design. We don’t wish to be at all critical of it, but at the same time 
we do feel that there would be more logic in moving meat-inspection 
activities over to the Department of HEW than there would be to add 
to the one regulatory functions now under the Department of Agri- 
culture. 

On page 52 we go into the subject of possible poultry inspection 
in the Food and Drug Administration. We have given the com- 
mittee a rather comprehensive coverage of our views on this subject. 
We think FDA is the proper place for the inspection program. Be- 
cause FDA as in close proximity to and integrated with the other 
health agencies of the Department of Health, Education, and Wel- 
fare, it is the proper agency to handle the poultry problem. 

On page 54 we touch upon the matter of how the inspection program 
should be paid for. We believe that any program should be paid for 
out of Federal funds so it cannot be subject to pressures and influ- 
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ences and that those who receive the benefits of it should } iv it 


Likewise, this would permit the small O} erator an opportu to 
stay in business. We clo not bell eve that size hecessal ily uc! cs i 
ability to keep clean. We frequently hear in the field the « m 
that a particular processing operation is not large enough to hire 
the AMS voluntary program because of the cost. And yet the individ 
ual standards of some of these small plants are as high and some 


times much higher than the standards of some of those plants which 
use the PMA services as an advertising medium, or should | call it 
a promotion: al program for their produ ts, 

On page 55 we analyze in our words S. 517 | beheve that ts self 
explanatory. 

On page . 56 we touch on meat in spection ind a 


ain que e Wwilalt one 
of the large pac ‘kers hy as to say about meal hspection and its very 
beneficial effect upon the industry as a whole. 

At the time of the Neill- Reynok ls report, most large packers were 
resisting strongly the enactment of n mandatory regulations. ifty 
years later at least one of the ne ‘kers states mre ly In writing that 
the firm thinks meat inspection has been good for the industry and that 
the industry likes it. 

We believe, as we stated on page 57, that poultry inspection likewise 
can be a boon for the poultry industry, poultry worker, farmer, and 
the consumer, The consumer Cah buy the pro _ with conhde ce, 


not under the assumption, but with the known fact, that it has been 


properly inspected. The sanit ry practices will mean much to the 
worker and will mean much to the communities in which the plants 
are located. There will no longer be the industrial problems that 


come with unsanitary practices, ec outside elements, such as 
rodents, into other industries, not associated with poultry. 

Through pages 58 and 59 we quote for the committee a statement 
of most of the farmer benefits and the position that the great majority 
of the farm organizations have taken with regard to compulsory 
inspection. 

In this testimony we have tried to show (1) the condition 
poultry plants which make mandatory inspection necessary; (2) the 
health hazards posed by diseased, contaminated and adulterated ye il- 


try; (0) the 2» current state of inspection : (4) the demand for manda- 
tory Inspection 5 (>) the type of mandatory mspectiol equired and 
(6) the beneficial consequences of the mandatory inspection provided 


in S. 3176. 

We have not only presented our own views, but we have at e1 
opportunity attempted to document and show the reasoning tor our 
opinion. 

In this reasoning on the poultry ancl health questions, we Cal ome 
te only one conclusion: We believe that the Congress should enact 

3176 as quickly as possible. We believe that it meets adequately 
ull phases of poultry inspection problems. We are happy to endorse 
it in its entirety. 

Senator Murray. This industry, like many other industries of the 
country, has suffered from these conditions for a long period of time 
after an effort was begun to correct the conditions. We had conditions 
in the mining industry of the West where we had silicosis that was 
not rec ognized as an industry disease for many years. People were 
dying w ith it year after year before an effort was made to correct it. 
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I can’t conceive of any real opposition to this measure. It would seem 
to me this is so essential that there should not be the slightest hesitation 
to enact this law as quickly as possible, because a very serious condi- 
tion confronts the country, according to the testimony that we have 
heard here. 

I want to thank you gentlemen for the fine work you have done in 
studying this problem and furnishing us with the fac ts. 

I understood from your testimony that a poultry plant may be ap- 
proved by the Department of Agriculture for sanitation and yet not 
have its product inspected. Is that true? 

Mr. Barker. That is true, Mr. Chairman. The Kessler case which 
I read into the record is, I think, one of the most vivid descriptions of 
that occurrence. The Department of Agriculture puts out a list of 
what it refers to as approved plants. It contains the various services. 
All of the plants are listed, plants under sanitation only, plants under 
sanitation and grading, and then, of course, plants under sanitation, 
grading, and inspection for wholesomeness. 

Many firms use the emblem permitted by the present regulations on 
the outside of the package denoting that this product is processed in 
a USDA-approved plant, approved for sanitary standards. It also 
says, usually in very small print, “Not inspected for wholesomeness.” 

‘When the customer goes into X butcher shop and asks for poultry 
that is inspected, the butcher would immedi: ately say, “Yes; my product 
is inspected. Here is the stamp. It comes from a USDA-approved 
plant.” But it is not there on the actual bird. The average customer 
relies upon the market man’s comment in that connection. In all like- 
lihood he and the butcher assume that this is a wholesome, clean 
produc t. 

Senator Murray. Your testimony indicated that poultry processing 
is a very hazardous occupation and that the workers develop liseases 
from it. 

Mr. Barker. That is true, Mr. Chairman. Most industries classified 
as hazardous would probably come in the area of those where human 
error or human judgment are involved in the hazard. This industry 
has its proportionate share of those but, in addition to that, it has 
this insidious hazard of disease which the worker is not aware of until 
he is taken ill, and sometimes he is not even aware then of the cause for 
the illness. 

We just recently had a case in the State of Oregon where 2 people 
were dead, 62 were ill, many were hospitalized and lost many weeks of 
work. The deaths, of course, nobody can evaluate. This is only one of 
many illustrations of similar type. I think the type of h: ward that is 
involved is very well put by one of the industry spokesman. I would 
like to refer back to page 58 of our prepared statement. 

Vie Pringle, of the Rockingham Marketing Co-op, Broadway, Va., 
speaking before the Outlook Workshop of the American Institute for 
Poultry Industries, of which he is a director, said : 


One firm I know saved $12,000 last year in compensation insurance by con- 
trolling infections and skin rashes, thanks mainly to a better sanitation pro- 
gram throughout all parts of its plants. It is also a known fact that cleanup 
labor and supplies can be materially reduced when plants are constantly main- 
tained in a sanitary manner versus the occasional thorough cleanup, with a 
hit-and-miss job most of the time. 
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This is astounding when you are considering $12,000 savings on 
compensation insurance. Skin rashes are paramount in this industry. 
Allergies are developed which eliminate many people from the in- 
dustry for all time. Many of these are not diagnosed as industrial! 
hazards, with the people losing much in compensation and paying out 
of their own pocket much money for medical care. This is in addition 
to the pneumonialike ailment of psittacosis and Newcastle disease, 
which come from the processing of sick chickens. 

I received a wire just this morning in connection with another 
psittacosis outbreak in the State of Oregon, which I would like to 
read into the record. 


Dr. Osgood 
who is the State public-health officer 


and staff were at a plant Wednesday, May 2, to take the second blood test and 
at that time they found 16 of the seventy-some people had contracted some 
form of respiratory ailment since the first blood test on April 11 and advised 
them to see their doctors and to have X-rays taken if they are not feeling up 
to par * * * was not hospitalized; * * * are under doctors’ care at home 
19 employees out of the crew showed the test as positive psittacosis. A plant 
in Portland reported to Dr. Osgood’s office today that there were approximately 
seven off ill at that time and that they are investigating. * * * of the X sand 
wich company reported she had to leave work this morning and that 


several 
of the girls had been ill there, including the owner of the plant. 


The telegram goes on with other matters. That is the pertinent part 
of it. I would like in this case to ask that the names dealing with 
the companies be stricken from the record and I will submit it for 
the record. 

Senator Murray. Thank you. That will be done. 

I would like to inquire what is the chief source of the scientific 
knowledge concerning these poultry diseases. 

Mr. Barker. I would like to ask, with your permission, our at- 
torney, Mr. Kamin, Mr. Chairman, to answer that question. 

Mr. Aurrep Kamin. The chief source of scientific knowledge con- 
cerning poultry disease and public-health hazards involving poultry 
is, of course, the United States Public Health Service. This is a 
service which is in the Department of Health, Education, and Wel- 
fare and not in the Department of Agriculture. The purpose of legis 
lation of this sort, as I see it, Mr. Chairman, is to translate seientific 
knowledge into administerative regulations through the actions of the 
Secretary of the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, as 
herein specified. 

It strikes me as an odd sort of method for an orderly development of 
administrative procedure when the scientific knowledge is developed 
by one department of government and has to be translated into ad 
ministrative action by another department of government. So you 
have the kind of situation that unless you hold all of these functions 
in the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, in which find 
ings are made, absolute scientific findings are made by one agency of 
government but cannot be put into public action until you have 
cleared through the administrative departmental redtape of another 
agency of government. 

This is one of the most cogent reasons for supporting S. 3176 and 
the program it has in assigning these functions to the Department 
of Health, Education, and Welfare. 
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Senator Murray. I think that is very clear. Thank you, gentle- 
men. 

Mr. Reipy. I believe you said the union which you gentlemen rep- 
resent has some 315,000 members. 

Mr. Scnacuter. That is right. 

Mr. Remy. I presume it is part of the job of the union officers to 
see to it that their jobs are protected and that more job opportunities 
are created. 

Mr. Scuacurer. That is true. 

Mr. Remy. We can assume you would not be pushing so strongly 
for a piece of legislation of this sort if you thought that it could 
possibly have the effect of closing down some of the processors and 
reducing the number of jobs for your people. 

Mr. Scuacuter. Of course we would not. As a matter of fact, we 
should have added that the worker has no way to protect himself 
against this thing. Organizing itself won’t do any good against 
poultry illness. If he is afraid to go back to the job, he may quit 
and stop work. 

Mr. Remy. I believe your associate said that the processors them- 
selves, the smaller processors, would be benefited by this legislation 
because they could have the benefit of this inspection which they can- 
not now afford under the voluntary program. 

Mr. Scracuter. That is correct. 

Mr. Rerpy. Just 1 or 2 other points. You have made quite a strong 
case for putting this inspection service in the Food and Drug Admin- 
istration, and obviously your organization believes that is where it 
belongs. Assuming that the Congress, on the basis of all the infor- 
mation available to it, decides to put it in the Agriculture Department, 
would it make any difference as far as you people are concerned 
whether it went to the Agricultural Research Division or into the Agri- 
cultural Marketing Service? 

You remember that we said this morning that apparently—and 
I would ask you to corroborate this if your experience fits it—the 
red meat inspection division does a fairly decent job. Is that your 
opinion ? 

Mr. Barker. We state that in the record, in our statement. We 
have no criticism of Federal meat inspection. 

Mr. Retpy. You also pointed out some of the very serious situations 
which arise in poultry-processing plants. I would not be surprised 
to find those in uninspected plants, but I get the impression from 
your testimony that you feel that those conditions are found even in 
plants that are under the poultry-inspection setup in the Marketing 
Service. 

Mr. Barker. The psittacosis outbreak that I am speaking of in 
2 of the 3 plants involved are under AMS regulation at the present 
time. 

Mr. Rewy. Two of the three? 

Mr. Barker. Two of the three are under AMS regulation for in- 
spection for wholesomeness. All of them are under the sanitation 
program. 

Mr. Retwy. Then I would gather that if the Congress decides to set 
up this service in Agriculture you would feel that we as consumers 
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of poultry should have at least the same protection as buyers of dog 
food have, that the service should be in the meat-inspection division. 

Mr. Barker. The average housewife doesn’t buy dog food to take 
home and eat, but she does buy poultry. She also buys the poultry 
under the assumption that the Government has afforded her protec 
tion and sees to it that she gets a clean product 

Mr. Rerpy. One last question. Do you believe that the general 
public, our health officers, and the members of your union have as 
valid an interest in the inspection program as do the processors of 
poultry ¢ 

Mr. Barker. We feel that we have equally as valid an interest. We 
have the preservation of the industry as our objective because we want 
to preserve our jobs. We also have the industrial hazards facing us. 
Certainly it would be to our advantage to see the indus try built upon 
a sound footing and not upon sand, so the consumer can buy with 
confidence e and our jobs can be securely sti abilized, emp oy ment can 
be stabilized, and sanitary practices will make the industry an asset, 
rather than a liability, as it is at the present in many, many 
munities. 


Mr. Retpy. In that case let me close this que stioning by rereading 


com 


that paragraph that I mentioned this morning which purports to be 
taken from a newsletter issued by the Institute of es an Poultry 
Industries under date of November 4, 1955, and quotes Assistant See 
retary of Agriculture John Davis as saying: 

We will leave it with the poultry division in AMS or transfer it to the meat 
inspection division, as you recommend. 

The “you” refers to the Institute of American Poultry Industries. 
In view of that and in view of your feeling that State health authori 
ties and the general public and your members should have some voice 
in saying where it goes, don’t you think you should try to get a com- 
mitment out of Mr. Davis to let you decide ? 

Mr. Barker. This is the most astounding statement from a public 
citizen, let alone a Government official, that I have listened to. To 
think that industry is going to tell Congress, the Government, what 
type of action and where this type of action is going to be done. Is 
this being done for the processors or is it being done for the protection 
of the consumer ? 

Mr. Rerwy. In view of that statement do you think the Congress 
might be well advised to write into the legislation exactly where this 
inspection should be carried out ? 

Mr. Barker. I think it must, in view of that statement. 

Mr. Rempy. That is all. 

Senator Murray. I think the Amalgamated Meat Cutters and 
Butcher Workmen, Mr. Jimerson and Mr. Gorman, their president 
and vice president and their other officers who testified today deserve 
a vote of sincere thanks from this committee and from all the Ameri- 

‘an people for the great service they’ve rendered the health of the 
American people by bringing this great issue to our attention. The 
next witness will be Mr. M. L. Trigegs, legislative director, American 
Farm Bureau Federation. 
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STATEMENTS OF MATT L. TRIGGS, ASSISTANT LEGISLATIVE DIREC- 
TOR, AND H. H. ALP, DIRECTOR, COMMODITY DEPARTMENTS, 
AMERICAN FARM BUREAU FEDERATION 


Mr. Trices. Thank you, Mr. Senator. My name is Matt L. Triggs, 
assistant legislative director for the American Farm Bureau Federa- 
tion. I am accompanied by Mr. Herb Alp, director of our poultry 
department, to whom I will probably refer any question necessitating 
very much of a knowledge of the poultry industry. 

We have a brief statement which, with your approval, I shall read. 

Senator Murray. May I interrupt you for a moment? I have to 
go up on the floor. Some matters are coming up on the floor. I will 
let the staff conduct this proceeding until I return. I will read your 
testimony. I am very much interested in what you have to say. 
I will get it in the record. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Triees. For a number of years the American Farm Bureau 
Federation has had a poultry advisory committee consisting of rep- 
resentative poultrymen from all areas of the United States and 
responsible officials of State farm bureaus. Last fall this committee, 
after extended consideration of the issue at numerous meetings of 
poultrymen in the various States, recommended to the board of diree- 
tors of the American Farm Bureau Federation that the board support 
legislation to provide for mandatory poultry inspection by the De- 
partment of Agriculture. 

The board of directors indicated their general approval of the rec 
ommendation, but took action to refer the question to the resolutions 
committee at the annual meeting of the American Farm Bureau 
Federation in December. 

At the annual meeting of the AFBF the official voting delegates 
of the member State farm bureaus approved the following policy 
statement : 


Mandatory inspection of red meat at livestock slaughtering establishments 
as presently financed and administered by the USDA has helped to assure the 
wholesomeness of meat sold in interstate commerce. We urge extension of 
this service to include poultry meat sold in interstate commerce, with provision, 
where necessary, for the use of lay inspectors under the supervision of 
veterinarians. 

We very strongly favor the assignment by the Congress of re- 
sponsibility for a poultry inspection program to the Department of 
Agriculture, rather than to the Department of Health, Education. 
and Welfare. We present the following reasons in support of these 
recommendations : 

(1) The Department of Agriculture is now engaged in an inspec- 
tion program for red meats. In addition they are currently inspecting. 
on a voluntary basis, a substantial percentage of the poultry meat 
being marketed. 

(2) The Department of Agriculture has the organization and 
trained preaynel which will enable them to take on additional re- 
sponsibilities for inspection work with a minimum of administrative 


difficulty. 

(3) The creation of a duplicating inspection service in the Depart- 
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare is undesirable and would in- 
volve unnecessary costs and duplication of personnel. 
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(4) The performance of both red meat and poultry inspection by 
1 service and 1 group of personnel will permit most efficient use of 
such personnel. 

(5) The Department of Agric ulture has done a good job so far as 
red meat inspection 1s concerned, with adequate protection to the 
wholesomeness of meats provided consumers. There is no reason to 
believe they cannot and will not do an equally acceptable job with 
respect to poultry meat inspection. 

For these reasons we believe that S. 3558, by Senator Aiken and 
others, which provides for mandatory poultry inspection by the Di 
pi re nt of Agriculture is preferable to S. 3176. 

3176 provides that after January 1, 1957, it will be unlawful to de 
ie receive, or transport any poultry which has not been inspected. 
We do not believe that a poultry Inspection program can possibly be 
organized by this date which can provide inspection service at all the 
tens of thousands of points at which poultry is slaughtered. Admin 
istrative procedures must be developed, personnel must be recruited 
and trained, the people in the industry must be informed relating 
to the program. 

It will be appreciated that the poultry slaughtering business is one 
in which there is a large number of relatively small slaughtering es 
tablishments, including many poultrymen who sell direct to local 
consumers and outlets, which are widely distributed geographically. 
Any inability of the inspection service to provide service to all plants 
without delay will seriously handicap the continued operations of these 
small concerns, and impede efficient and economic distribution of 
poultry products. 

If Congress should fail to provide adequate appropriations for this 
purpose this would become a particularly acute and disruptive situa 
tion. We, therefore, believe any legislation on this subject should 
authorize the Secretary of Agric ulture to issue temporary exemption 
certificates in those cases where he is unable to provide inspection 
service, 

We believe that any legislation on this issue should contain provision 
for cooperative arrangements between State and Federal agencies 
relating to the inspection program. For example, the State of Cali 
fornia has instituted a poultry inspection program on intrastate poul- 
try. We would not believe it to be desirable that this program be dis- 
rupted—but rather that the administration of the Federal and State 
programs should be dovetailed by cooperative agreement between 
State and Federal agencies. 

Finally, we wish to respectfully recommend that, since in our opin- 
ion poultry inspection is an appropriate function of the De ‘partment of 
Agriculture, that the development of legislation on this issue should 
be the responsibility of the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry. 
It is our underst: anding that the Agriculture Committee will arrange 
for hearings on S. 3588 in the near future. 

The opportunity of expressing the views of the American Farm bu- 
reau Federation on this issue is appreciated. 

Mr. Remy. With respect to your last point, Mr. Triggs, I think 
you would agree, would you not, that both meat and pouery inspec- 


tion are primarily designed to protect the public’s health? 
Mr. Trieeas. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Remy. You realize that the jurisdiction of this committee 
extends to all matters of public health ¢ 

Mr. Triccs. I am not questioning the jurisdiction of the committee 
at all. Tam sorry if my statement left any implication to that point. 

Mr. Reipy. I just wanted it clear in the record. The fact that 
Senator Murray's bill is creating an added responsibility for the 
Food and Drug Administration and the Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare which is subject to the jurisdiction of the 
committee is why it was referred here. I believe that any legislation 
adding another burden or responsibility to the Department of Agri- 
culture would automatically have to be considered by that committee 
as well as this. 

We had received a copy of a summary of a meeting of the New 
ee State Farm Bureau glans committee held in Trenton, N. J., 
May 4, which contained the resolution of the American Farm Bureau 
convention which you have read that “Mandatory inspection of red 
meat and livestoc ‘k slaughtering establishments as presently financed 
and administered by the USD A has helped to insure the wholesome- 
ness of meat sold in their State commerce. We urge the extension of 
this service to include poultry meat.” 

Do I understand correctly that the Farm Bureau Federation in this 
resolution is urging 2n expansion of the red meat inspection service to 
include poultry ? 

Mr. Trices. Not necessarily the red meat inspection service. We 
do not intend by our resolution or our language that we have pre- 
sented in our statement to try to recommend the manner and the 
organization in which the program should be carried out in the 
Department of Agriculture. 

Mr. Reiny. W ould you mind telling me.at this point what is 
involved in the passing of a resolution by the American Farm Bureau 
convention? Who voted on this?) Who voted it, the board or what 
hody? 

Mr. Trices. Our resolutions committee consists of the presidents 
of the 48 State Farm Bureaus plus 6, I think, women from the 
Women’s Department, and the representative of the Young People’s 
Department. It does not include any of the executive officers of the 
American Farm Bureau itself, that is, the overall organization. 

This resolutions committee, which meets for a period altogether of 
about 10 days, breaks up into subcommittees. The subcommittees 
report resolutions which are considered, debated, amended, and 
adopted by the overall resolutions committee. Following this proc- 
ess the resolutions are referred to the house of delegates. The house 
of delegates is a much larger body in which representation, instead of 
being on a 1-man, 1- State basis, recognizes that there is a substantial 

variation in the membership of the respective State farm bureaus and 
has larger numbers of representatives of the large State farm bureaus. 

Again the resolutions are debated. Amendments are frequently 
offered. Occasionally a resolution is disapproved. Finally, the res- 
olution is adopted by the voting by the voting delegates. 

Mr. Remy. This resolution was adopted by the voting delegates I 
presume by a majority vote? 


t 
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Mr. Trices. As I recollect, there was a great deal of discussion of 
this in the resolutions committee, but little, 1f any, In the house of 
delegates. 

Mr. Remy. When the delegates voted for this and approved this 
resolution would we not have to assume that they understood the 
words to mean what they say! We are voting for a resolution which 
says, “We urge the extension of this service to include poultry meat.” 
And the only service mentioned is the mat alata Inspection of red 
met. 

Mr. Tricges. I know by having heard the discussion that their pu 
mary objective in making reference to the red meat Inspection pro 
gram Is chat they think this is a pretty good program, the method of 
financing and the manner in which it 1s carried on. Their desire was 
to see to it that the poultry Inspection program Was set up on approx 
imately a comparable basis. The resolution does not intend to make 
a recommendation 

Mr. Reipy. The resolution, I assume, must speak for itself. You 
told us how very carefully these are drafted. There is a subcom 
mittee of the full committee on resolutions. I assume you gentlemen 
ure very well experienced with government. If you had wanted to 
you would have said, “We urge the creation of a comparable system, 
rather than the extension of this service, if that had been intended. 
But I don’t want to belabor that point. 

Mr. Trices. There wasn't any consideration of this issue. Am I 
correct 4 

Mr. Aur. That is correct. 

Mr. Retpy. I would say the burden - your testimony in testifying 
to place this inspection service in the Agriculture De ‘partinent rests 
upon the excellent job being done by the red meat inspection service 
and, secondly, you have made what I think is an import: int point 
when you said that by putting it in Kesheaibiats we would avoid a 
duplication of personnel. That would be true, I assume, only if 
were put in the red meat inspection division, where the same indis id 
ual could inspect poultry and meat. Oram I wrong! Is there any 
other way of avoiding duplication of personnel 

Mr. Trigcs. There is certainly the possibility of avoiding quite so 
much duplication of organization, and much more possibility of 
obtaining coordination and integration between even two agencies in 
the same department with a common supervisor than there is in 
obtaining cooperation between agencies of different departments. 

I have worked with the Government long enough to know how 
difficult it is to work that out. 

Mr. Reiny. I was speaking only to the point of duplication of 
personnel. If we are going to set up a mandatory inspection service 
under the Agricultural Marketing Service, they would presumably 
have to have just as many people as we would have to have if it were 
put in the Food and Drug Administration. I can see, however, that 
we could save in personnel, or at least I would assume so, if it were 
handled by the going red meat inspection division. It would have 
to take on ane il personnel but I assume not as many. 

Mr. Tricas. I don’t know what the possibilities are of coordinating 
administration and personnel. I think this is a difficult subject in 
itself and one that we are simply not prepared to testify on. 
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Mr. Remy. I have only one more question. Did I understand cor- 
rectly that vou said that you would want the Secretary to be granted 
the power to exempt a particular plant only on the basis of the Secre- 
tary’s being unable to provide service for a period of time / 

That was in your prepared statement, of which I don’t havea copy. 

Mr. Trices. It is not an uncommon thing, as you will appreciate, 
for the Congress to enact enabling legislation and then simply neg- 
lect—“neglect” is not the right word “but in any event, mone Vv is not 
prov ided for carr ying on the service. I remember a few years ago the 
Congress enacted a water pollution program providing, among “other 
things, for grants to municipalities for undertaking the construction 
of municipal sewage plants. However, the Congress simply never 
appropriated any money to carry on this program. Even more com- 
mon is the situation where you just don’t provide enough money to 
undertake a program. This is not critical at all. Tam for the Con- 
gress balancing the budget and cutting expenditures. But there is a 
tremendous call on public funds and a tremendous conflict between a 
great many interests to get enough money to adequately carry on the 
particular governmental functions they are interested in. So it hap- 
eNS commonly. I think there has to be some escape valve in the 
aia ition so that there is not just a positive prohibition under any 
and all circumstances against the movement in commerce of uwnin- 
spected poultry when circumstances can readily be envisaged where it 
would not be practical or possible. It might be the illness or accident 
of an individual in an isolated area. 

Mr. Remy. I think your point is verv well taken. IT wanted to 
bring out again the fact that you said this exemption should be, as 
far as you were concerned, only under those circumstances. 

Mr. Trigas. Yes. I think it should be temporary. 

Mr. Rey. Not where a processor had refused to bring his plant up. 

Mr. Triees. T wasn’t thinking of that. 

Mr. Remy. Thank you, Mr. Triggs. 

Would your associate like to comment on anything that may have 
been said? We would be glad to have it in the record if so. 

Mr. Ap. IT might add, Mr. Chairman, in the light of some of the 
testimony which has been given today it is inter esting to read in ves- 
terday’s Wall Street Journal a statement which starts out by saying: 

Americans heaped their platters with 825 million pounds of chicken and turkey 
meat during the first quarter, which is up.18 percent. 

My point in mentioning this is simply that, while we have some 
situations that we don’t condone, the industry as a whole, this whole 
picture is on a very high plane. TI think the industry itself, plus our 
organizi ition, would be the first to agree that mandatory inspection is 
a “must.” 

Mr. Remy. May I ask you, sir, a question we asked this morning. 
Apparently the Farm Bureau Federation is in favor of mandatory 
inspection of poultry. We can take it for granted that you see noth- 
ing in such inspection which is going to hurt poultry producers. 

Mr. Trices. No, sir. 

Mr. Reipy. Thank you, sir. 

Our next witness will be Mr. John Baker, representing the Farmers’ 
Union. 
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STATEMENT OF JOHN A. BAKER, COORDINATOR OF LEGISLATIVE 
SERVICE, NATIONAL FARMERS’ UNION 


Mr. Baker. For the record, I am John A. Baker, coordinator of 
egislative service, National Farmers’ Union. 

The National Farmers’ Union has felt for some time that effective 
poultry inspection legislation, as embodied in S. 3176, is badly needed. 
Knowing the benefits brought by the Meat Inspection Act to all groups 
of the Nation, we believe that regulatory legislation for poultry pro- 
cession will do away with many of the serious problems caused in the 
rapid rise of poultry as major food. Such legislation will minimize 

the shocking abuses found in some sections of the processing in 
dustry—abuses which harm the farmer, the consumer, the industry, 
«nd the poultry worker. 

Farmers are honest, hard-working, righteous people. They pro 
duee food, and an abundance of it, not only to make a living which 
many of them are having difficulty doing at the present time—but be- 
cause they have a deep- rooted love for the land and a desire to raise 
the best product possible for the consuming public. 

If farm products become diseased or adulterated en route to market, 
the consuming public generally blames the farmer. He becomes the 
scapegoat for - conditions over which he has no control. This is true, 
hy the way, even in the food price situation. Farmers have re- 
peatedly been blamed for high food prices, even though the amount 
of the food dollar farmers receive has gone down from 52 cents to 38 
cents in the past few years, while consumer prices have gone down but 
little. Since inferior or diseased farm products cast a bad reflection 
on all farmers, and this is especially true in the poultry business, we 
are interested in seeing that the reputation of farmers be protected by 
the enactment of S. 3176, amended as we shall suggest. 

Perhaps even more important to the financially hard- pressed poultry 
farmer is the economic benefits which enactment of S. 3176 as amended 
will bring to him. The farmer has long ago learned, through the ex- 
ample of meat inspection and other programs, that regulator vy meas- 
ures which provide effective and real consumer protection are good 
business. 

Today, poultry is under a cloud because of the activities of un- 
scrupulous operators in the processing industry. This cloud affects 
not only the good, as well as the bad, sections of the industry; it also 
affects the farmer. He has a definite stake in wanting the market for 
poultry to increase. 

In 1954, poultry and poultry products were the third largest source 
of farm income and accounted for over $4 billion. In the 15 years, 
1940 to 1955, poultry production has doubled in size. The farmer 
wants this growth continued, but he knows very well that to ac- 
complish this, the consumer must have confidence in the wholesome- 
ness and cleanliness of poultry. He knows that the diseased and 
filthy fowls currently peddled turn consumers from the product. 

The safeguards for consumers, contained in S. 3176, will bring about 
consumer confidence in poultry and will, therefore, benefit poultry 
producers. 

Another factor to be considered is that poultry diseases constitute 
an extremely serious economic hazard to the poultry producers them- 
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selves. A January 4, 1956, news article in the Philadelphia Inquirer 
quoted the Pennsylvania State poultry pathologist that farmers in 
Pennsylvania, alone, are losing more than $4 million a year— 

because of the high mortality rate in chickens due to respiratory diseases and 
other ailments. 

The pathologist also said, according to the newspaper, that poultry 
is won to more diseases than any other animal. 

5. 3176 provides for the rooting out of diseased fowls at the process- 
ing, not the farm stage. However, its provisions—especially ante- 
mortem inspection —will make it possible to detect quickly diseased 
flocks which, if untreated, may serve to infect large numbers of poultry. 

Thus, if a trained inspector finds an unusual number of diseased 
birds coming into a processing plant, the source of the disease can be 
quickly checked and measures taken to root out the illness before it 
spreads. Today, the farmer has no such protection. 

Also, the research, which will undoubtedly accompany the inspec- 
tion, and the knowledge gained from the mass program envisaged in 
S. 3176, will be of tremendous benefit to the farmer. Currently, many 
of the diseases which seriously endanger poultry flocks on the farm 
are a mystery to scientists. 

The recent Oregon outbreak of psittacosis or parrot fever led scien- 
tists to throw up ‘their hands and declare that they still know very 
little about the illness. But the research and experience which will 
come with the inspection work will aid the farmer in cutting down his 
very large losses due to poultry diseases. 

Poultry diseases are also a danger to the farmer himself. The 
Oregon psittacosis epidemic of February and March proved that. 
The first people hit in the outbreak were farm employees. Not only 
did a number of them become ill with the pneumonia-like disease, but 
one died. 

For these reasons, the National Farmers Union believes enactment 
of S. 3176, amended in ways we shall suggest, is important to the 
farmers of our Nation. We also hope that Congress will turn its 
attention to further poultry legislation which will provide for disease 
eradication at the farm stage. ‘Such legislation is vital to the economic 
welfare of our Nation’s poultry producers. 

The National Farmers Union has always recognized the need for 
consumer protection. Not only do we speak for more than a million 
consumers—our members and their families—but we have always 
believed that it is vital in our democracy for organized groups to take 
full cognizance of the interests of the largest unorganized unit in our 
nation, the consumers. 

The sale of diseased, contaminated and adulterated poultry consti- 
tutes one of the most serious sources of danger to consumer health 
today. The reports of the Food and Drug Administration and State 
health units and the testimony presented to this subcommittee by 
health authorities leave no doubt about that. 

The shockingly unsanitary conditions found in some parts of the 
poultry processing industry are of great concern as a danger to the 
consuming public. But as if the business dealings of a few unscrupu- 
lous operators in the poultry industry were not ‘enough of a cross for 
the consumer to bear, the product itself accentuates the health dangers, 
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* poultry readily transmits a number of diseases to mans and 
may serve as the carrier for others. 

It is little wonder that the United States Public Health Service 
reports attribute an average of one-fourth to one-third of the annual 

cases of food poisoning to poultry and poultry products. 

Basic rally, poultry Is a wood, tas sty, nouris shing and heathful food. 
It should certainly have an important spot on any family’s diet. 
What is needed is that the consumer be assured of the sale of only 
clean and wholesome fowls. The mandatory institution of a program 
of pli int sanitation, sanit: iry proce essing practices and nspection for 
wholesomeness in the poultry processing industry will go a long way 
toward providing such assurance. 

Unfortunately, the poultry consumer has no real and effective safe 
guards today. The Agricultural Marketing Service of the Depart 
ment of Agriculture maintains an inspection program. But it is 
voluntary and must be paid for by the processor. As a result, only 20 
percent of poultry in interstate commerce comes under its authority. 

Also health officers have testified before this subcommittee that there 
is some doubt whether the AMS program effectively protects the 
consumer for even the smal] fraction of poultry it inspects. 

We urge enactment of an amended 8. 5176 to provide for making 
poultry inspection 100 percent compulsory with costs paid by the 
Federal Government. The work should be transferred by law from 
the Agricultural Marketing Service to the Meat Inspection Service 
of the Agricultural Research Service, and not to the Food and Drug 
Administration. 

This will erase the most pressing consumer dangers. Its sanitat ion, 
sanitary practices, and inspection provisions are effective safegu: rds 
of the public health. They will assure the public that the poultry 
processed is clean and healthful. 

Certainly this is important to us as a Nation. We can neither con- 
done nor allow any practice to continue which impairs the health and 
strength of our people. With all commercially transported red meat 
in interstate commerce undergoing regulation to protect the consumer, 
it is entirely illogical not to include poultry under a similar program. 
Poultry inspection is of the same importance as meat inspection to 
the health and welfare of our people. 

Moreover, the poultry producer is uniquely dependent for efficient 
service upon small poultry- -processing plants rather than large pack- 
ing establishments. These small businesses cannot afford to pay the 
salaries of inspectors as is done in the regular Meat Inspection Service. 

While the health of the consuming public is of vital concern to us, 
so also are the health standards and risks which e mployees of poultry- 
processing plants encounter. This type of employment should at the 
present time probably be els issified as hazardous. 

There are many cases in which poultry processing plant employees 
actually died after handling diseased poultry. I have already men- 
tioned the recent Oregon outbreak. Between 1948 and 1954, 12 deaths 
and 350 cases of human illness among Texas poultry processing 
employees were directly attributed to psittacosis outbreaks. In one 
turkey processing plant alone the Texas State Health Department 
reported 3 de aths and 22 illnesses. 
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Therefore, from the standpoint of the farmer, the consumer, the 
worker, und the poultry industry as a whole, current conditions in 
wet sections of the poultry proc essing industr Vv pose ser ious dange ‘Ts. 
We believe that legislation in the form of S. 3176 will curtail to a 
minimum these hazards. 

The three-pronged attack on the problem provided in S. 3176 by 
inspection for wholesomeness, plant sanitation standards, and sani- 
tary processing practice requirements is urgently needed. 

We would like to emphasize especially the need for antemortem 
inspection. This part of the inspection for wholesomeness program 
is, we believe, essential to the safety of the consumer and the poultry 
worker. It is also important for the quick discovery of outbreaks of 
disease among farm flocks of poultry. Many poultry illnesses which 
are easily noticeable before a bird is killed are difficult to detect after- 
ward. Therefore poultry which undergoes only postmortem inspec- 
tion cannot truly be guaranteed as free of diseases. Poultry pathol- 
ogists have pointed out this fact time and time again. 

We should like to suggest one other amendment to S. 3176. We 
believe that provision should be made to exempt from inspection the 
poultry slaughtering and dressing which a farmer may undertake for 
fowls he has raised and which he sells directly to consumers across 
State lines. A poultry inspection service would find it difficult to 
provide inspection for such farm operation. 

Farm families would, therefore, face the danger of having nearby 
markets across a State line cut off. To avoid such a consequence we 
urge the subcommittee to write a farm slaughter amendment into 
the bill. 

The National Farmers Union approves and strongly advocates the 
provisions of S. 3176 with the amendments we have suggested. We 
hope the subcommittee will give serious consideration to the suggested 
amendments and write a favorable report for the amended measure 
and that such a report will lead to a speedy passage of the revised 
bill by the Senate. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the subcommittee, for 
the opportunity to present this statement of our views. 

Mr. Remy. Thank you, Mr. Baker. 

I gather that the Farmers Union favors mandatory inspection of 
poultry and favors that the service be located in the Department of 
Agriculture, that it not be located in the Roneaaaey Marketing 
Service, that it be put in the red-meat inspection division. 

I believe Senator Murray has suggested this morning that he intends 
to offer the amendment that you just suggested exempting the farmer 
who processes his own poultry and delivers it directly to the consumer. 

I was interested in your statement that the farmer gets blamed when 
diseased or otherwise unpalatable poultry reaches the city market, al- 
though he may not be responsible for it. I gather you believe that 
Senators and Congressmen from our urban centers might be more apt 


to vote price supports if they didn’t get green chicken on their tables 
in Washington. 


Mr. Baker. I would think so. 

Mr. Remy. I should think so, too. 

You mentioned the fact that compulsory inspection would help 
protect the farmer from disease. Would you explain that a bit more 
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detailé I would assume that this proc 
eaves the farm. 

Mr. Baker. The process may start some considerable time after the 
bird leaves the farm, but if you have inspection prior to the killing 
while the possibility still exists to identify the flocks from which dis 
ased birds came, and a very high percentage of « peaned birds start 
di lowing up from a particular flock, it would be mu , easier for word 
o be gotten to that producer so he would know that he has something 

wrong before it completely bankrupts him and puts him out of 
usiness. 

Mr. Remy. And before he suffers from the disease 
iimself contract. 

Mr. Baker. That is true, sir. 

Mr. Remy. You mentioned in another connection the importance of 

ante-mortem inspection and pointed out that without it the inspector 


starts after the bird 


» which he might 


may miss some diseased birds. The question might be raised—it 
hasn’t been, but sometimes we anticipate things—why not have the 
States do their inspecting? Why have a Federal system? Do you 


think it would be possible for the States to conduct ante-mortem in 
-pections of chickens? 

Mr. Baker. This is a case where we have no particular objection 
to cooperation between the Federal and State Governments. The 
reason we have suggested that it be assigned specifically to the Federal 
Government, with whatever cooperative arrangements they work out 
with State regulatory agencies, is that chickens are raised in north 
west Arkansas and the people in Philadelphia eat them, and they are 
processed in northwest Arkansas. We don’t have nearly the income 
earning capacity in Arkansas to pay the taxes to support the kind of 
inspection that they have in Pennsylvania. 

Mr. Rewy. Do you think Pennsylvania could afford to send inspec 
tors into Arkansas and into every other State from which it receives 
poultry ¢ 

Mr. Baker. I don’t know whether Pennsylvania would want to, and 
1 am quite sure that Arkansas and Mississippi might not want them 
even if they did. 

Mr. Reiwy. It might be rather absurd might it not if Pennsylvania, 
New York, Rhode Island, and Connecticut were all sending in spectors 
into Arkansas to do the same job in the same plant. 

Mr. Baker. We don’t operate anything else that way. 

Mr. Rempy. Thank you. 

Our next witness is Dr. Oscar Sussman, representing the Associa- 
tion of State and Public Health Veterinarians. 

Identify yourself, Dr. Sussman, and proceed in your own manner. 


STATEMENT OF OSCAR SUSSMAN, SECRETARY-TREASURER, ASSO- 
CIATION OF STATE PUBLIC HEALTH VETERINARIANS 


Dr. Sussman. Mr. Reidy, as the secretary-treasurer of the Asso- 
ciation of State Public Health Veterinarians, I have been asked to 
come here today and present some views. I do not have a printed 
~tatement, but I have been authorized to Ma nt the following views. 

Some other organizations have also asked me to represent them. 
[f vou will bear with me, I expect to get word this evening. 
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Mr. Reipy. We will give you an opportunity tomorrow to give any 
additional ideas they may have. 

Dr. Sussman. Thank you. 

Although I don’t wish to speak for the Farm Bureau, I was au- 
thorized by my organization to confer with any other groups which 
might be interested i in compulsory poultry inspection on a reasonable 
and safe basis. I was informed that the American Farm Bureau had 
passed a resolution which I believe Mr. Triggs, who is representing 
that group today, read. The New Jersey Farm Bureau group had a 
discussion of what Mr. Triggs brought out, whether S. 3176 or S. 3588 
did in fact do what the American Farm Bureau resolution purports 
to want. 

I was in conference with them last Friday until 12: 30 at night and 
I received a letter which I would like to introduce into the record 
if I may. I would like to read only the last paragraph to put on 
record, at least what I have in writing from the New Jersey Farm 
Bureau, as their interpretation of the resolution as adopted by their 
national group in December 1955. 

Mr. Reipy. Let the letter go in the record in full and you read 
any part of it you like. 

Dr. SussMAN (reading) : 

At his suggestion, Dr. Sussman withdrew and the group reached agreement 
on the following: 

The group referred to is the group that is present on this record, 
which included the Farm Bureau Poultry Committee, and the North- 
astern Poultry Producers Council had a member, and members from 
the State department of agriculture. I think it is rather significant 
that the health authorities do talk to the agricultural authorities in 
the State of New Jersey and they are not, as ‘the i impression may have 
been given today at some point, at such odds that they do not even 
discuss situations of mutual concern. 

These are the four points that they told me after they had reached 
war agreement without my being present. 

. That they favor the placement of mandatory poultry meat in- 
waite in the same office as the present red-meat inspection. I don’t 
think they equivocate on that point. They say, “in the same office.” 

They favor that the inspection apply interstate, not intrastate. 
] wail ‘like to elaborate on that point, because we went through 
S. 3588. With your permission, I will do that in the future in this 
discussion. 

When we were at the meeting, it was pointed out very clearly that 
3588 does not, as it is purported to do, involve only interstate business. 
It actually involves going into not only intrastate but down into the 
municipal level, which, my association feels, is a great interference . 
with local jurisdictional responsibilities. 1 conclude from the infor- 

a I have here that they agree with that. 

. They favor that it should not apply to producers selling directly 
wa consumers. That is an amendment which groups I repr esent and 
which Senator Murray and the man from the Farm Union agree 
should go into 3176. 

4. They oppose any provisions where the Secretary of Agriculture 
designates any specific areas. In 3588, the Secretary of Agric ‘ulture 
is entitled to designate a specific area and get into the same type, if ~ 
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I may use the expression, of hocus-pocus which is now involved in milk 
marketing orders—which is a horrible situation in some cases. 

That concludes my unofficial representation of the New Jersey Farm 
Burean. 

I would like to read an editorial from the American Journal of 
Public Health. For the information of the committee, the American 
Journal of Public Health is the official voice of the American Public 
Health Association. It had an editorial, which T will submit for the 
record, which is entitled: 


Some Important Lessons from the Lancaster, Pa., Paratyphoid Fever bspidemik 


I won't bother you with the entire editorial. It is not boring but 
it is longer than I] think we could stand at the moment. I would like 
to read one of the lessons which this American Journal of Public 
Health feels was learned from this epidemic. It invelved a situation 
in which the milk inspection supplies in the State of Pennsylvania 
are under the jurisdiction of the Department of Agriculture, whereas 
the health and disaster measures which affect the humans are under 
the State department of health. This is the fourth lesson that the 
editorial draws: 

A fourth lesson highlights the difficulty of continuous milk sanitation and 
investigation of a milk-borne epidemic in the face of divided authority. In Penn 
sylvania milk sanitation is a responsibility of the Department of Agriculture 
Although the local (part-time) health officer and his staff in the city department 
of health have been securing satisfactory weekly samples from the plant, this 
was obviously inadequate protection. 

Furthermore, when the State departments of agriculture and health undertook 
to locate the source of the break in normal protective procedures, the dual author- 
ity made that investigation somewhat cumbersome. Also, there was an impos- 
sible public relations situation in that the public demanded and expected health 
department action after people got sick, yet the authority with regard to the 
point at which the break occurred (the pasteurizing and processing plant) he- 
longed to another department. 

Mr. Remy. May I interrupt there? You mentioned the depart 
ment of agriculture. I presume you are referring to the State depart 
ment of agriculture ? 

Dr. Sussman. Yes. When people got sick in Oregon the State 
health department in Oregon was called in and the United States 
Public Health Service was called in, and the United States Federal 
Food and Drug authorities were called in. 

The major premise of the entire investigation was that people were 
getting sick. In fact, two persons died from birds that had a disease 
which humans contracted. I believe the State health officer in Oregon, 
with the public relations problem has has with his industry at the 
moment, has indicated to the committee that he feels that 3176 is a 
good bill and should be passed in toto without even the change of 
putting it into the red meat inspection division. 

Mr. Rerpy. Dr. Sussman, we have had about half a dozen references 
to this Oregon situation. I think it might help for the record if you 
tried to give us the story of what happened there. We don’t have 
that at all. 

Dr. Sussman. I am from the east coast, and the information I have 
is fragmentary. I do know that there were two plants which were 
involved in which people who were processing poultry which came 
from two separate establishments; that is, two separate, producing 
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establishments, got psittacosis. In one situation supposedly, again 
from the information I have, the Oregon State department of health 
found that a man had purchased some birds which had been sick. 
In fact some of the birds had died and this man had processed these 
birds and intended to sell them. This man got sick. Unless I am 
wrong, he was 1 of the 2 persons who died in that outbreak. 

In that situation, there were also involved a number of poultry 
workers who worked at plants—the names of which I would not 
give if I had them, but I don’t have them. Those two plants actually 
went under a strict regime set up by the State department of health 
in cooperation with the department of agriculture. The industry 
cooperated very happily to try to clear the situation up. This actually 
is one of the unfortunate things which have happened in this whole 
situation of turkey psittacosis. 

Unfortunately, when a comparable situation occurred in Texas, 
some parts of the industry did not want to have a clearcut open 
investigation and preferred to stick their heads in the ground and 
become somewhat like an ostrich. In New Jersey, we also had 
fatality which a doctor determined was caused by psittacosis due to a 
turkey situation. We also had 9 persons in 1 particular plant who 
got sick, 3 of whom were hospitalized. These people purchased eggs, 
not poults, from farms in Texas and in Oregon. In my judgment there 
was no real investigation made to determine the source of the disease. 

I have read to you the editorial of the American Journal of Public 
Health. I would like to point out again for the committee that our 
association feels strongly about this. 

In the entire history of the Production and Marketing Administra- 
tion of the poultry program, we have always felt that there has not 
been proper professional representation on the top level to allow for 
professional guidance of the program. There is no doubt but that 
there are some veterinarians at top level of inspection. But I think 
it is quite evident that when the Agricultural Marketing Service group 
was considering changing its regulations there usually was not a 
Veterinarian from their inspection staff available to be questioned, 
There were some in the room today. I was in a meeting in Phila- 
delphia where a man, who was supposedly there representing the 
poultry inspection service, definitely stated that he was not in a 
position to say anything, that he was supposed to be a zombie and not 
talk. 

Today the Agricultural Marketing Service and the Department of 
Agriculture are represented. When it was a problem which con- 
cerned public health, which concerned the consumer, there was no one 
who had professional training in the field of public health, no one who 
was a veterinarian. Yet we were supposedly hearing a discussion of 
the need for, or the lack of need for, poultry inspection. 

I would like to compare, if T may, and our group would like to have 
it compared, the integrity of the Dog Food Inspection Act. T have a 
contract that was made by the dog food inspection people. Mr. Butz. 
| believe it was. from the Department of Agriculture, was not aware 
that dog food was actually inspected under the same Agricultural 
Mar keting Act of 1946 under which the poultry inspection service 
operates. It provides that the fees are paid by the people using the 
service, that it isa voluntary service, that they may take it or may leave 





MANDATORY POULTRY INSPECTION S| 


it. | obtained this from the Chief of the Meat Lnspect on Service, Dh 
Miller. I asked him pointedly the other day while preparing t) 
testimony whether in fact they had ever considered putting in a cor 
tract a provision whereby a man who canned dog food could suggest 
that a man be transferred and that the canner would be willing to pay 


it. I have heard t} lls point raised this morning and this afternoo; 
| feel, as a man who is a profession: ally, if I may use sth e term, ded 
cated public- health worker, who intends to st: iy in this field, repre 


senting our group, that it is very bad whether it is used or not. W 
were told today it was used in two cases. We think it is not good for 
anyone to hold a blac ky: ick over the head of an Inspe ctor to the extent 
that his integrity is actually put in jeopardy when someone Can sa 
to him “You like this community, you are leaving, your family lik 
the area; if you want to stay on here, you just ease off, Buddy, or we 
are going to suggest that you be transferred.” 

I have been looking through all the contracts I have been able 
to get hold of, and never have I seen in a Government contract, 
State or otherwise, in which any agency would put in the fact that 
a man would be moved other than at the sole discretion of the agency. 
There is no doubt that a man would be moved by the Army, by nx 
in New Jersey, or by Dr. Miller, if there was a conflict of perso 
ality. There is no doubt about it. But it would not be ie ‘a 
the instigation of the producer, nor would we allow the producer 
to have that blac ‘kjack. 

There is one other point that should be considered in that, Mi 
Reidy. That is that a small poultry producer who does not have 
the $500 or $600 to have a man moved is stuck with a man who may 
be—I will have to use symbols to state what he is. He is stuck 
with him. He can’t afford to move him. A big packer, however. 
can afford to transfer anyone because $500 or $600 doesn’t really 
mean much to it. So where do all the supposedly bad, overzealous, 
men go? They get saddled on the small producer, you know, the 
small processor. At least, that is the ae ‘ation. 

Mr. Remy. These symbols you refer to, I presume, are those that 
appear on the ladders in the Senate Office Builk ling? 

Dr. Sussman. Yes; that is a good way of putting it. Yes: that 
right; exactly. 

"The implication has been given that this is a rather recent fight. 
if you would call it a fight, to have poultry inspection on a sound 
basis. Back in 1948, the same general group was considering this 
It was pointed out rather clearly that this isn’t a matter of whethe1 
it should be in this agency or that agency or the health department 
or what. We feel that within the Department of Agric sane there 
never has been any doubt in our mind concerning the integrity of 
the red-meat inspection service. I would like to state that rather 
clearly. Although our group has come out for S. 3176 as is, the 
reasoning we have behind it lies in the fact that in 1948 and since 
1948 the “Agricultur: ] Marketing group, the salesmen of the Depart 
ment of Agriculture, who supposedly are handling a professional job 
of health protection, have actually been fighting health authorities 
tooth and nail right down the line every time. There has never bee: 
a time when a complaint was made to them which they took at face 
value. 








82 MANDATORY POULTRY INSPECTION 


From 1948 to 1951 the Department of Agriculture refused to re- 
scind an order which would allow a United States grade A shield 
on a bird which was eviscerated and which would indicate to the 
consumer that the bird was inspected for wholesomeness. We ac- 
tually went to the trouble of interrogating women to find out whether 
they thought just the mere mention of “U. S.”, whether it said any- 
thing else on the bird, would indicate to them that this Department 
had done something to make it safe or had seen that it was safe. 
We have yet to find a woman who didn’t think that a United States 
Government stamp on it indicated it was safe to eat. This is the 
type of insignia the Department of Agriculture wanted to put on. 
This is not just a rehash. 

I think, Mr. Reidy, it is important for the committee to know that 
the reason health authorities and my group in particular feel as 
strongly about not having this agency ‘of the Department of Agricul- 
ture handle it is because of the fact that we just don't trust the 
integrity of the system. 

There was a reference made before in line with a statement made by 
Assistant Secretary Davis of the Department of Agriculture. I think 
it is important to point out further that health authorities have good 
working relationships with the major share of the packing industry, 
that we are not at odds. I can go into the office of many presidents 
and vice presidents of packing concerns in and outside New Jersey 
and be favorably received and for no other reason than that they 
know health authorities help them and don’t actually hinder them. 

In this situation, I would like to present for the record a copy or 
photostatic copy which was given to me in confidence and I intend to 
retain that confidence. It isa copy of the weekly letter of the Institute 
of American Poultry Industries, which is sent to the members of their 
group. This is dated November 4, 1953. You alluded to it in a letter 
from Dr. Cleere, and I have a photostat, if I may introduce that into 
the record. This again repeats that Secretary Davis said— 

We are more interested in getting industry cooperation to improve the poultry 
inspection than we are in where this function is carried out. We will leave it 
with the poultry division in AMS or transfer it to the meat inspection division, as 
you recommend. 

We don’t think that is good procedure even for a marketing agency. 
We most certainly don’t think it is proper for the agency that 
supposedly is taking care of the consumer to say, there has been 
no reference made by the Department of Agriculture today that it 
would actually ¢ onsult with health authorities on regulations they are 
about to issue. Assistant Secretary Butz indie: ated that he would 
consult with industry. There was no reference made to the fact that 
he would consult with the consumer or with the public health author- 
ities relative to a problem which concerns more intimately the con- 
sumer and the public-health groups. 

Mr. Remy. May I interrupt there to ask, on the basis of your ac- 
quaintance with the operations of the Food and Drug Administration, 
did you ever know them to promulgate regulations in a new field of in- 
spection without calling into consultation representatives of the 
industry involved, of the health officials and of the consumers? 

Dr. Sussman. Frankly, up until today, there never has been a time, 
to my mind, that the Department of Health, Education, and Wel- 
fare—and there must have been tremendous pressure on them—has 
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ever taken the stand that I heard taken by Dr. Harvey or Mr. Harvey, 
without ever having prior consultation with the State authormties 
relative to food and drug and the State authorities with relation to 
health. To answer your question, I have never been In a position 
where they weren't in a position to hear the State health groups or 
food and drug groups pr ior tothat. I know full well that they always 
consult with industry. This was the first time—and I say this for the 
record—to my knowledge, that a major and important polic’ y decision 
was made without consultation with the Association of State and 
Territorial health officers. You heard Dr. Schanholtz’ statement 
They flatly are for 5. 3176. My group is a subsidiary group of that 
one. Weare the technical people in this field who work for the State 
commissioners Of health. There always has been some reference to 
that group. In this case, Mr. Harvey, I am sure, did not know—they 
didn’t ask for it and that is why they didn’t know—what the position 
of the State health authorities or local health authorities or food and 
drug officials was. The Association of Food and Drug Officials, I 
am informed, has gone on record for 3176, and it will probably send 
a representative tomorrow. The whole group of people who are in 
volved in this seems to be for the bill except perh: ips the Food and Drug 
Administration here in Washington. I don’t know whether it is a 
policy decision or what. It was never done in consultation. They 
normally consult with industry and health groups. Does that answer 
your question ? 

I would like to explain, if I might—this again was taken up by our 
group—about a situation similar to the type of situation that was 
mentioned before involving Kessler Bros. This is actually a Govern 
ment public record anyhow, so there is no use holding the 
It isa court-record proceeding. 

This man was actually a vice president or a partner of the concern 
in which he was granted a license to be the sanitarian for the opera- 
tion. It was out of this plant that the Department of Agriculture 
allowed this sort of product, to go into the channels of trade which 
was picked up by the Federal food and drug authorities in New York 
and Pennsylvania. 

The firm was fined and actually the man’s license was removed. 
But I think the important thing for the committee to know is that 
the foreman of this plant, who was paid by the plant, was given the 
license in lieu of the partner. Iam from New Jersey and I know that. 
So there is no doubt in my mind and in the minds of many of the men 
I am associated with, that there isn’t any intent but to kowtow to 
industry. I want it clearly understood, Mr. Reidy, I am not against 
industry. I happen to have stock in some of the meatpacking con- 
cerns. I think the meatpacking business is very good. I am not 
against industry, but when it is incompatible with actual public 
health protection I don’t think industry should have as strong a voice 
as it appears to have in the Department of Agriculture. 

That is one of the reasons that our association is against having the 
Department of Agriculture extend its service unless and at a minimum 
it is put into the ‘pill es it actually be transferred to the Red Meat 
Inspection Branch. I don’t say this now, but that is the minimum 
that our group would accept as being a readily conceded good thing. 
We are not dictating to Congress. You can pass it the way you want. 


nime out. 
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But we won't be happy with it if you pass it in such a way that it 
goes into an agency which is not actually prepared to think about 
the consumer and the health factor. 

Mr. Rey. Referring to the Kessler incident which you brought 
up again, may I ask the same question that I asked this morning, 
Doctor: Do you know of any other public-health program in the 
country, Federal, State, or local, in which inspection is carried on 
in which the owner of the plant to be inspected would be given the job 
of inspecting his own plant, other than this one program in the 
Agricultural Marketing Service? 

Dr. Sussman. I know only of self-regulation to this extent. We 
have self-regulation to this extent throughout the health field. That 
is that toilets are supposed to be cleaned and we expect that when the 
inspector may not be there someone assumes responsibility for the 
fact that they be clean. But that doesn’t mean that we put a tab on 
this toilet saying that this has been inspected by the New Jersey State 
Department of Health or the United States Department of Health 
unless in fact our inspector is there and supervises and sees that it is 
clean. What I mean is, self-regulation as such is a common com- 
ponent of industry in food-type operations. But self-regulation 
wherein a person who has a financial interest or is paid by the concern 
is ever in a position to put a legend on it has never, never existed in 
my knowledge. I may not have complete knowledge, but it has never 
obtained throughout any other group except it may obtain in the 
Agricultural Marketing Service. I don’t know—there are men here 
who could answer that—with regard to, say, their orange-juice pro- 
gram or their other types of programs in which T understand there 
are some people that are paid by the industry, who are not hired, who 
are not civil-service employees, and who work on approximately the 
same basis as the poultry sanitarian that worked for the Agricultural 
Marketing Service. 

Mr. Remy. This system of permitting a man to inspect his own 
establishment as an official action does not obtain in the Agricultural] 
Research Service? 

Dr. Sussman. Never. I can state that. I worked for them. Never 
to my knowledge. I asked Dr. Miller that yesterday in the Red Meat 
Inspection Branch. Of course, this is hearsay, but he can substantiate 
that there was never a time when a man is hired by a firm or with a 
substantial financial interest in the firm, like a partner or something 
like that, would work for that concern. 

We are technicians in this field, as you realize. We are professional 
people in this field and we are quite proud of that. TI am talking 
about the State public-health veterinary group. This is our major 
forte. There is always a question coming up about how will a health 
ordinance or how will a health regulation affect the small poultry 
producer or the small milk producer or the small something producer. 

Unfortunately, in the present-day type of living that we have today, 
Mrs. Consumer can’t know enough about who produced her product 
and where it was produced. So she has to rely on either the producer 
on a direct basis or on the person who sells to her or she has to rely on 
some governmental agency. I have stated this proposition, and it 
has been agreed upon by our group and by farm groups. There are 
very few farm groups, women or farmers themselves, who would want 
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State health authorities to go back to this type of archaic situation 
whereby—because we don’t want to harm a smal! milk producer—we 
would allow this producer to milk four cows and put the milk in a 
can, put the can on a stove in his kitchen and light the fire and heat 
it up and mix it with a spoon and then clean the bottles and then pour 
it in and then take a cap and put it on and say this is pasteurized milk. 
They don’t even go for that themselves. They want to be sure that 
their milk product is properly prepared. In order to have their milk 
properly prepared, you need a certain type of equipment. There is 
no doubt about it. 

I want it to be on record that our group realizes that in order to do 
a proper job of poultry inspection and processing, you do in fact have 
to have certain equipment. There will come a point at which a man 
who doesn’t have or cannot afford that type of equipment will have to 
go out of business. He won't have to kill himself, he will just have 
to have this product custom slaughtered as is done in other areas or 
he will have to sell it to another man who has the equipment, which is 
the same thing that obtained when we were trying to get rid of all 
the typhoid epidemics, streptococcal throats, and disease outbreaks 
in the milk business and which we have in health work eventually 
licked. 

We would not be able to lick these problems unless we took the stand 
that, we are sorry, but if a man doesn’t have the equipment it is tough 
but he has to get out of it. So there is a stand which will have to be 
taken and public health authorities are prepared to take that stand. 
It will just have to be done. 

Mr. Remy. You didn’t mean he would have to get out of the business. 
As you said before, he would just have to work out a system 
whereby 

Dr. Sussman. He would sell to someone else who has the facilities. 
As the Farmers Union group mentioned, I think actually there is a 
legitimate way to work this thing out, and it can be worked out. ‘There 
is not going to be any cutting of anyone’s throat. I think perhaps 
anes isa legitimate complaint ‘because of the fact that m: avbe this can’t 
be put into operation on January 1, 1957, as this bill calls for, but it 
most certainly can be put into operation sooner than the nonexistent 
time to which exemption will be allowed in 8. 3588. I would like 
to go into that bill S. 3588 a little later and show you, if I may, that 
there is some reason on the part of this committee 1 ‘eally to worry : about 
of what 3588 says, since you are the public-health committee of the 
Senate. 

There is another point in which I think health authorities and State 
public health veterinarians are interested, and that is the industrial 
health hazards both to the veterinarians who are inspecting poultry 
and to the people who are working in the plants. If you have proper 
inspection there really isn’t much hazard at all to the consumer. J 
would like to get that point acress: The consumer need not be fright- 
ened of poultry which has been properly inspected. I think it is 
important to realize that with proper inspection you can eliminate 
the major hazards to the consumer by means of food inspection. 

However, there is a continuing hazard to the working man and 
to the veterinarian who inspects at the plant. This is something 
which can be somewhat obviated by good industrial hygiene tech- 
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niques in the plant such as air screen, pollution elimination, air ven- 
tilation, proper channeling of the waste products and proper handling 
of water sprays and also proper medical examination of the birds 
prior to the time they are killed. There are times when by ante- 
mortem inspection you can actually prevent birds from coming into 
the plant and contaminating the plant and making people sick. 

Therefore I think this is one very important reason that ante- 
mortem inspections should be allowed of a permissive nature at the 
very minimum by whoever administers the program. It certainly 
should not be that antemortem may be on a wishywashy basis. I think 
it should actually be done somewhat in the same manner as 3176 
provides. 

Mr. Rerwy. On that point, Doctor, I raised the question with the last 
witness, would it be possible to set up a system involving ante- 
mortem inspection if this program were on the State level rather than 
on the Federal level ? 

Dr. Sussman. I was going to take that point up later but I think 
I should touch on it right now. That question comes to the point that 
State departments of health, the State authorities in our organizaion, 
don’t want anybody to cry in their beer, if I may use the expression, 
for our prerogatives. We don’t want to be in a position whereby my 
system is approved by the tee 2 of Agriculture or Department 
of Health and I may send my birds in to New York. We would rather 
be protected equally by the fact that New Jersey’s system and Vir- 
ginia’s system and West Virginia’s system are all the same, adinin- 
istered by the Federal Government, because we know—and there is 
no reason to mince words about it—there are too many situations 
where political pressure on the local basis may produce a tremendous 
amount of pressure on the exporting State. Whereas if the importing 
State had been given permission to the exporting State to send their 
material out, according to the provisions of 3588 the importing State 
would be precluded from refusing to accept it in spite of the fact 
that I might call up a friend of mine in my position in Virginia, for 
example, and he would tell me very clearly, “Look, we are not inspect- 
ing this stuff. We can’t inspect it. We are just in the plant.” 

That is just imaginary conversation, but it has happened. We do not 
really want any one to protect us other than from interstate shipments 
and by live Federal inspectors paid by the Federal Government. We 
don’t want to have, as in 3588, the possibility that if the Secretary of 
Agriculture’s men think that the man in Virginia or Texas or wherever 
he is, is a good guy and they can get along with him and drink with 
him and so on down the line, his inspection may come in. There is too 
much chance in that. We would rather have one clearcut definition 
that any poultry crossing the State line, other than that owned by the 
farmer who raised it, must have been inspected by a veterinarian un- 
der the supervision of and paid by the Federal Government. 

That is clear cut as far as what we want. That doesn’t mean we will 
get it. 

Mr. Rety. It is a very clear statement. I think we should correct 
one misimpression perhaps. I am sure the conversation you had with 
the gentleman from Virginia was about a situation that arose in some 
States other than Virginia which shall go nameless. 

Dr. Sussman. That is right. 
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[ see our time is running out, Mr. Reidy. 

Mr. Remy. You said you intended later to give us an analysis from 
your point of view, and the point of view of your organization, of the 
other bill. I think it might prove more valuable to the committee if we 

ad that in writing rather than orally. 

Dr. SussMAN. If I might just conclude, the Bureau of the Budget 
was investigating this situation about inspection in 1951. I was fortu- 
nate ‘ane to work with the Bureau of the Budget at the time, as 
were a number of other people. I would just like to quote for you, if I 
may, two paragraphs from the Bureau of the Budget report. I think 


it might tie up my particular testimony today. The Bureau of the 
Budget stated : 


The practice of permitting an employee of a poultry concern to grade poultry 
helonging to his employer and to use a USDA stamp also has been questioned 
The bond purchased by the employer is not regarded as a guaranty of complete 
bjectivity on the part of a grader whose economic welfare and principal loyalty 
helongs to the owner of the poultry he is grading. 

This is what they said with regard to grading. Our association says 
the same thing obtains with regard to sanitary inspection of the plant. 

| understand from the Chief Veterinarian of the 1 oultry Branch of 
the United States Department of Agriculture that in April of this 
year, after 3176 was put in, there was a new pronouncement that came 
out which said that no one who has a financial interest in the firm or 
is paid by the firm may be a sanitarian under the poultry sanitation 
program. It was explained to me yesterday that there are still men 
paid by the firm, who actually are paid by the firm and have a financial 
interest in it. They are attempting to relieve them of it. I think it is 
significant that until there was a lot of pressure from health groups 
and until this bill went in there was really no affirmative action. Such 
action could have been taken in two shakes of a lamb’s tail to eliminate 
that particular procedure. 

I think the committee should also realize one further thing: That 
word “sanitarian” has been used very promiscuously by the ‘De *~part- 
ment of Agriculture. The term “sanitarian” as it uses it should not 
be construed to include those people who have gone to college and 
who have studied bacteriology and have studied sanitation or sanitary 
engineering. There are people who may or may not have graduated 
from high school, who may or may not have had any formal training, 
who may, as in the case of the owner of a fir m, be merely a partner in 
afirm. These are the type of people who are licensed. Also there are 
no real provisions made, so far as I know, whereby any particular type 
of education is demanded of asanitarian. Ithink from the standpoint 
of those people, who are registered sanitarians and spending their 
entire lives in the practice of sanitary engineering or the profession 
of sanitary work and health work, that they should not be placed in 
the same category as a new group who are given diplomas, so to speak, 
by the Department of Agriculture without actually having earned the 
right to be called same. 

Mr. Remy. Does the Department, so far as you know, have any 
official set of standards which must be met before a man can be called 
a sanitarian ¢ 

Dr. Sussman. It may have. There was a discussion of that and it 
may at the moment have them, but at the time we were discussing it I 
don’t know whether it ever concluded what that was. Up until yes- 
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terday however, in New Jersey a licensed company had a high-school 
graduate working in a Federal plant as a sanitarian. 

I would like to conclude by saying that the Bureau of the Budget 
said it very succinctly when it stated there were extensive pressures 


in the poultry industry which could push the PMA organizations 


around. It stated that— 


Practices in the poultry industry have been justfied on the grounds that inspec- 
ton is less important for poultry because many diseases of poultry are not com- 
municable to humans and the industry is so highly competitive and decentralized 
among many small concerns that elaborate and costly inspection methods and 
equipment are not feasible. 

I conclude by offering for the record this last piece that I have. 
Then I am through, Mr. Reidy, and thank you very much. 

That indicates that there is no real need for having inspection, 
according to USDA at the time that the Bureau of the Budget 
did this in 1951. Further, that it was a highly competitive thing and 
you would logically have to assume that even if there was a need you 
would have to be easy on it because of the fact that it was highly com- 
petitive. 

To my mind, when a person dies with psittacosis it is quite unim- 
portant as to whether the bird cost a penny more or a penny less be- 

-ause of the cost of inspection. It is equally unimportant as to wheth- 
er an administrator thinks it was or wasn't important. He is dead. 
He is very dead. You just die once. 

Mr. Reipy. You don’t think the purpose of free competition is meant 
to eliminate human beings from all competition / 

Dr. Sussman. I don’t think so. I would like to put this in the 
record and I am through. That is that Dr. William H. Feldman, 
oe at the Association of Food and Drug Officials meeting in 

New York, at the 50th anniversary, at which they were very happy 
because of the fact that the Federal Meat Inspection Act had been 
in existence for 50 years, that the Food and Drug Act has been there 


and that they have had the possibility of helping the public—he stated 
that— 





Poultry sold to the American consumer should be above suspicion. Not all 
poultry sold is in this category. , 

The article goes on. This man from the Mayo Clinic, an eminent 

scientist, goes on to state in his article, which I think the committee 

can get in the future, that there are diseases which people do get from 
poultry and that authorities such as those in the Mayo C linie know 
that and they feel that there is a need for compulsory poultry inspec- 
tion. 

Mr. Remy. Thank you, Dr. Sussman. That was a very strong state- 
ment, very strongly presented. We appreciate the help you have 
given us. 

(Dr. Sussman submitted the following to accompany his statement :) 


[From the New York Times, May 8, 1956] 


PaTHoLogist Asks UNtrep States Pouttry Law—‘“‘Nor Art Soip To Consu MER 
ABOVE SUSPICION,” FELDMAN TELLS Foop OFFICIALS 


Poultry in interstate commerce should come under Federal control, a Mayo 
Foundation pathologist said yesterday. Dr. William H. Feldman urged legis- 
lation to specify for poultry the same compulsory inspection established 50 years 
ago for meat from cattle, swine, and goats. 
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“Poultry sold te the American consumer should be above suspicion 
“Not all poultry sold is in this category.” 

The scientist from Rochester, Minn., was addressing the Association of Food 
and Drug Officials of the United States in the New Yorker Hotel 

Dr. Feldman declined afterward to comment specifically on a bill to make 
Federal inspection of poultry in interstate commerce compulsory. It was intro 
duced in the Senate in February. 

Edwin Ludewig, director of the bureau of food and drugs of the city’s health 
department, said Commissioner Leona Baumgartner supported the bill. He de 
clared that all eviscerated and processed poultry sold in the city came fron 
plants with substantially the same standards of inspection. Plucked chickens 
on sale here are inspected only sporadically, Mr. Ludewig said, for wholesome 
ness and absence of disease. . 

This years program of the association commemorates the 50th anniversary 
of the signing of the Federal Food and Drug Act and the Meat Inspection Act 
by President Theodore Roosevelt on June 30, 1906. 

Dr. Baumgartner said President Roosevelt had become acquainted with san 
tary problems 10 years earlier when he sat on the Board of Health here as head 
of the New York Police Board. 

Yesterday’s conference showed no traces of the controversy that stirred the 
Nation in 1906 when Upton Sinclair’s novel The Jungle exposed in realistix 
detail the conditions then existing in the Chicago meatpacking industry 

Dr. A. R. Miller, who heads the Meat Inspection Branch of the Agricultura] 
Marketing Service of the United States Department of Agriculture, spoke of the 
“anderstandable reluctance” of the industry to accept restriction at that time 
To illustrate the cooperation that has developed, he noted that 18 billion pounds 
of meat were processed and inspected annually. 

John T. Knowles, vice president of Libby, McNeil & Libby, Chicago packing 
concern, and chairman of the scientific research committee of the National 
Canners Association, spoke for industry. He said it had been “pushed gently 
down this path of progress” by the 1906 act. 

Eugene H. Holeman, State chemist of Tennessee and president of the associa 
tion, presided at the confeernce. A thousand members are registered for the 
5-day meeting. 


he said 





[From the American Journal of Public Health, March 1956) 


SoME IMPORTANT LESSONS F'ROM THE LANCASTER, PA., PARATYPHOID FEVER 
EPIDEMIC 


It is heartening indeed to realize how unusual! the recent milk-borne epidemic 
of paratyphoid B in Lancaster, Pa., seems to us today. Even a decade ago such 
an Outbreak would not have evinced either surprise or particular interest. Now 
there is almost an air of nostalgia surrounding the outbreak as we realize that 
“it can still happen here!” 

The epidemic was fortunately mild insofar as clinical manifestations were 
concerned. It was, however, numerically extensive with over 200 symptomatic 
cases reported and another 40 to 50 less-manifest infections being uncovered 
through epidemiologic investigation. The age distribution, in the classic milk- 
borne epidemic pattern, was heavily weighted in the earlier years, the effect 
being emphasized by the fact that the dairy involved served most of the local 
schools. The chronological characteristics of the epidemic curve exhibited a 
rapid irse in the numbers of cases according to date of onset, a modal period of 
4 days during which a considerable number of new cases was occurring, and then 
a more gradual falling off of case incidence. 

It is interesting to note that the value of local full-time public-health supervi- 
sion was again demonstrated, for the State district medical director in Lancaster 
mobilized and directed the investigation of the outbreak with commendable 
speed ; the first aggregation of cases was reported on Monday, the preliminary 
field investigations of 17 households had been completed by late Tuesday evening, 
with the data indicating the probable involvement of 1 dairy, and on Wednesday 
that dairy was persuaded to cease operations. Of course this meant utilizing 
other trained public-health personnel. And the second lesson to be learned is 
the old one of the need for a multidisciplined team approach, in any epidemic 
study. Public-health nurses, laboratory technicians, sanitarians, a public-health 
veterinarian, and a public-health educator all supplemented the work of the 
public-health physician directing the investigation. And each of the disciplines 
contributed significantly toward the control and solution of the problem. 
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Of particular significance was the contribution of public health laboratory 
workers who established at least two significant points that would not have 
been clarified without their help. One was the usual winnowing out of unrelated 
eases with similar clinical syndromes, reported during the same interval, which 
would otherwise have confused the epidemiologic picture. There were 11 such 
cases, including several typhimurium and other strains unrelated to that causing 
the epidemic. And, second, through securing fecal specimens from sample popu- 
lation on the involved dairy route and on a distribution route from another dairy 
it was possible to demonstrate the very considerable number of missed cases 
and inapparent infections on the former with a complete absence of both on the 
latter. 

Perhaps the third lesson which might be learned from this episode is that the 
present trend toward “automation” does not necessarily entail the complete 
protection which it may seem to imply. The operation of this plant, like most 
other dairy plants, might seem on paper to be a “closed system.” Yet on detailed 
review of actual operating practices it was amply evident that occasions not 
infrequently arose for manual adjustments, inspections, and so forth. To these 
human elements, which intrude themselves even into machine operation, must be 
added the additional hazard of a cross-connection with an unapproved water 
supply, failure to provide leakproof valves between the raw milk tank and the 
pasteurizing vat, and at least one instance just prior to the outbreak of apparent 
failure of normal operation of the temperature recording device. So much for 
the lamentable vulnerability of machines and systems. 

A fourth lesson highlights the difficulty of continuous milk sanitation and 
investigation of a milk-borne epidemic in the face of divided authority. In 
Pennsylvania, milk sanitation is a responsibility of the Department of Agricul- 
ture. Although the local (part-time) health officer and his staff in the city 
department of health have been securing satisfactory weekly samples from the 
plant, this was obviously inadequate protection. Furthermore, when the State 
departments of agriculture and health undertook to locate the source of the 
break in normal portective procedures, the dual authority made that investiga- 
tion somewhat cumbersome. Also there was an impossible public-relations 
situation in that the public demanded and expected health department action 
after people got sick, yet the authority with regard to the point at which the 
break occurred (the pasteurizing and processing plant) belonged to another 
department. 

This occurrence must have a salutary effect on the attitude of many health 
officers toward the continuing need for the protection of milk supplies to safe- 
guard the public health. This particular barrier against disease may have 
reached a maintenance level, but still requires our attention, our interest, and 
adequate legal authority to act before as well as after misfortune occurs. 





SuMMARY—FaRM BUREAU POULTRY COMMITTEE, THE FARMHOUSE, TRENTON, N. J., 
May 4, 1956 


In the absence of George R. Parker, chairman of New Jersey Farm Bureau 
Poultry Committee, the meeting was called to order by Wm. P. Watson, secretary 
of the Farm Bureau. 

Present, representing the Farm Bureau Poultry Committee, were: 

Russell McClure, of Gloucester County 
Bernie Struthoff, of Burlington County 
Samuel Crystal, of Salem County 
Herb Wegner, of Salem County 
Other invited guests representing various interests of the poultry industry : 
Walter E. Bacon, Marlton 
Mrs. Walter E. Bacon, Marlton 
Marvin W. Rode, Swedesboro 
Jay Moyer, Ashland 
Richard H. Lee, Highstown 
Kenneth E. Sponenbergh, Wrightstown 
Arley M. Hovland, Burlington County, assistant agricultural agent 
Frank Warta, NEPPCO 
J.C. Lamber, Jr., State department of agriculture 
Dr. Oscar Sussman, State department of health 
Herbert W. Voorhees, New Jersey Farm Bureau 
Wm. P. Watson, New Jersey Farm Bureau 


Es 
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The announced purpose of the meeting was to discuss the attitude of persons 
in New Jersey regarding several items of Federal legislation to provide manda- 
tory inspection of poultry meat. 

The situation to date was outlined including the position of the American 
Farm Bureau (adopted December 1955), which reads as follows: 

“Mandatory inspection of red meat at livestock slaughtering establishments as 
presently financed and administered by the USDA hus helped to assure the 
wholesomenuess of meat sold in interstate commerce. We urge extension of this 
service to include poultry meat sold in interstate commerce, with provision, 
where necessary, for the use of lay inspectors under the supervisions of vet- 
erinarians.” 

Dr. Oscar Sussman discussed the pending bills and answered questions on 
several angles. Principal bills discussed were 8. 3176 and 8, 3588 

At his suggestion Dr. Sussman withdrew and the group reached 
on the following : 

1. Favor placement of mandatory poultry meat inspection in the same office 
as the present red meat inspection. 

2. Favor that inspection apply to interstate, not intrastate. 

3. Favor that it should not apply to producers selling directly to consumers. 
4. Oppose any provisions where the Secretary designates any specific areas. 


agreement 


[From the Institute Weekly Letter of the Institute of American Poultry Industries, 
November 4, 1953] 


Dip You Mart Ir? 


You didn’t forget to send in your hotel reservation for the Fact Finding Con- 
ference—did you? The convention bureau in Kansas City is covered up with a 
big batch of requests for rooms and will be a little slow in confirming—but they'll 
handle each one in order, according to the date it’s received. If your's isn’t in 
better shoot it along today. 


POULTRY SHOULD FARE O. K. IN USDA REORGANIZATION 


Last Monday morning—just as representatives of the various groups who make 
up Associated Poultry and Egg Industries were beginning to arrive in Washington 
for yesterday’s meeting—Secretary Benson announced he was putting his re 
organization plan into effect immediately. Speedy action was important, ap- 
parently, because of the soil conservation issue. This doesn’t mean, though, 
that the Department isn’t willing to make some changes as the new plan takes 
over. This was made clear when Assistant Secretary John Davis met with 
Associated November 3 and pledged USDA would improve its services to the 
industry. 

Cliff Carpenter and Joe Parker report that Secretary Davis informed Asso- 
ciated: (1) There will be commodity setups under the Agricultural Marketing 
Service—instead of functional as originally indicated ; (2) under AMS there wil! 
be a separate poultry division, reporting directly to the deputy administrator and 
administrator (Oris Wells) ; (3) all functions formerly carried out by the PMA 
poultry branch will be kept in the new AMS poultry division, except for re 
search—but some liaison will be maintained between the poultry division and 
poultry research in Agricultural Research Service. Secretary Davis said, “We're 
more interested in getting industry cooperation to improve the poultry inspection 
service, than we are in where this function is carried out. We'll leave it with 
the poultry division in AMS or transfer it to the meat inspection division 


as you 
recommend.” 


In an informal poll of those present, 5 voted to keep inspection in AMS, 1 
voted for transferring it to the meat-inspection unit, and several did not vote. 
Institute representatives did not vote. 

Mr. Reipy. Mr. Robert Cameron ? 

Mr. Cameron, you have come a long way to be with us from I enver, 
Colo. We appreciate it and are sorry to keep you waiting so long. 
As one of our distinguished Senators always says, the last shall be first, 
and the first shall be last. . 

I hope that is some consolation. Will you identify yourself for the 
record first, and then proceed as you desire. 

78733 —56——7 
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STATEMENT OF J. ROBERT CAMERON, ASSISTANT MANAGER, DE- 


PARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HOSPITALS, CITY AND COUNTY OF 
DENVER, COLO. 


Mr. Cameron. I am J. Robert Cameron, assistant manager of the 
Department of Health and Hospitals of the city and county of Denver, 
Colo. 

I am, and have been, for the past 7 years the assistant manager 
which is the title used in Denver for assistant commissioner, of the 
Department of Health and Hospitals of the city and county of Denver, 
Colo. 

Dr. Lloyd Florio, manager of the department of health and hos- 
pitals, conveys his regrets because of his inability to appear before this 
subcommittee to speak in support of 8.3176. He has requested that I 
appear in his behalf to represent the Department of Health and Hos- 
vitals of the city and county of Denver and to express our position 
in this matter. 

I have been employed continuously in the enforcement. of public 
health laws for the past 16 years. During this time, I have become 
familiar with the poultry industry and the need for a sound poultry- 
inspection program based on public-health principles and enforced 
by trained public-health administrators and inspectors. It is my sin- 
cere belief and that of the department which | represent, that such 
programs are necessary for the protection of the public’s health. 
Based on this premise the Department of Health and Hospitals of 
the city and county of Denver, Colo., wishes to support Senate bill 
3176, as presented. 

The State of Colorado and the city and county of Denver are pre- 
dominantly poultry importing areas and we, who are charged by law 
with the responsibility for the protection of the consumers’ health, are 
vitally concerned with legislation which will affect the poultry received 
in the commercial establishments of Denver. The city of Denver is 
the largest poultry-consuming area within the State of Colorado 
which increases the significance of such legislation. 

The Denver Department of Health and Hospitals has worked har- 
moniously with the Denver regional office of the Food and Drug 
Administration of the United States Department of Health, Edu- 
cation, and Welfare. The Food and Drug Administration has shown 
repeatedly its concern for the protection of the consumers’ health. 
This cooperative effort on the part of the Department of Health 
and Hospitals and the Food and Drug Administration have included 
industry cooperation in working out problems of mutual concern. 

The Food and Drug Administration is eminently qualified to admin- 
ister a poultry-inspection program for consumer protection inasmuch 
as that agency has been constituted by law with this as its express 
objective. 

It has come to our attention that other bills have been introduced 
into the Senate of the United States which would place the respon- 
sibility for this vital health function under the administration of 
the United States Department of Agriculture. If this vital health 
function were to be placed in a nonhealth agency, such as the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture, the Food and Drug Administration will undoubt- 
edly be deprived by law from cooperating with State and local health 
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agencies in the public health control of the sale and distribution of 
filthy, putrid, diseased, adulterated, or otherwise unwholesome pou! 
try, which has been in interstate commerce. 

The United States Department of Agriculture is an ageney pri 
marily interested in the promotion of agricultural products and there 
fore, its fundamental concern is to expediate the marketing of poultry 
and poultry products. Based on my 16 years of experience in publi 
health, I believe that by placing the responsibility of poultry inspec 
tion in the Federal Food and Drug Administration, the protection of 
the consumer’s health will be of primary concern, whereas consumer 
interests will be secondary if the responsibility is placed with the 
Department of Agriculture. 

I am further convinced that the promotion of the economics of 
ae and the public health protection of the products produced 
by that industry are incompatible. This fact has been amply demon- 
strated by the current voluntary poultry inspection program now 
operated by the Agricultural Marketing Service of the Department of 
Agriculture. 

The only justification that exists for any poate inspection program 
is to afford adequate protection to the public by preventing the con 
sumption of adulterated, filthy, and unwholesome products. ‘There 
fore, any proposal to use such legislation to expedite the marketing of 
these products does not appear to be sound legisiation. 

For the last 4 years the Department of Health and Hospitals of the 
city and county of Denver, Colo., has participated at great expense 
of funds and m: inpower assisting in the development of a sound poul- 
try sanitation and inspection code which is designed for adoption by 
States and municipalities to provide adequate inspection to encourage 
the free movement of poultry and poultry products in intrastate and 
interstate commerce. 

This nationally recommended ordinance was developed by repre- 
sentatives of the poultry industry and local, State, and national food 
and drug officials and public health officials. It is interesting to note 
that the Institute of American Poultry Industries, who are currently 
sponsoring 8. 3588, placing mandatory poultry inspection in the De- 
partment of Agriculture, were active participants in the development 
of this code over a 4-year period and further, that Dr. Cliff Carpenter, 
president of the institute, was cochairman of the development com- 
mittee. 

At this time I would like to point out that this recommended code 
which is the first step in promoting uniformity of inspections in 
municipal governmental agencies responsible for poultry inspection, 
bears the insignia of the Department of Health, Education, and Wel 
fare. This recommended code was developed with the full intent of 
all the groups including the Institute of American Poultry Industries 
of going ahead and developing : another recommended ordinance which 
would require the inspection for wholesomeness and which would be 
used by the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare as a mode! 
ordinance. This concept was supported by the Institute of American 
Poultry Industries, and now they turn around and say poultry inspec- 
tion should not be in Health, Education, and Welfare, but should 
be in the Department of Agriculture. 
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To me that is a turnabout which cannot be tolerated and certainly 
places in the minds of we people in public health that the poultry 
industry is not interested in good poultry legislation. 

This recommended code was approved by all participants as pro- 
viding a uniform standard for enforcement by State and local govern- 
ment under food and drug and public health laws. It appears incon- 
ceivable that after an expenditure of such a great amount of time and 
effort by both industry and local, State, and Federal agencies, that the 
institute and other poultry organizations should not be wholeheartedly 
in support of S. 3176, which contains the basic provisions of the code 
recommended by their own committee. 

In summary, it should be emphasized that the Denver Department 
of Health and Hospitals urges support of S. 3176, because our experi- 
ence has shown that the Food and Drug Administration can be relied 
upon to administer a food-inspection program which has the same ob- 
jectives as these of the Department of Health and Hospitals and 
the majority of other oe health agencies. 

Further, giving such responsibility to the Food and Drug Admin- 
istration is logical, since that agency was established for the express 
purpose of protecting consumer interests and public health. It must 
be repeated that the food and drug laws in most States are admin- 
istered by State and local departments of public health, and their 
enforcement is coordinated with the programs of the Food and Drug 
Administration, and the United States Public Health Service. 

Because of the Department’s experience with present programs 
administered by the Agricultural Marketing Service of the United 
States Department of Agriculture as compared with the Food and 
Drug Administration, and because of our vital interest in this matter 
as a poultry importing area; and because of our interest in protecting 
the consumer by preventing the consumption of adulterated, filthy, 
or otherwise unwholesome products, we respectfully urge this com- 
mittee to give favorable consideration to S. 3176, which logically 
places the responsibility for administration of a compulsory poultry 
inspection program in the Federal Food and Drug Administration. 

Mr. Reipy. Thank you, Mr. Cameron. You say you support S. 
3176 as presented. You have heard the representatives of several of 
the farm organizations and Senator Murray suggest an amendment to 
it which would exempt the producer who processes his own birds for 
direct sale to consumer locally. 

Are you willing to accept that? 

Mr. Cameron. I think that is something which we have to accept. 
I believe however, that the health authority still cannot overlook the 
fact. that even in this case he must exert some control. After all, his 
responsibilities are to the public. In our milk program and in our 
meat-inspection program which we conduct in Denver in those plants 
not under USDA inspection, we have always worked with the farm 
groups to work out their own particular problems, to help them 
market their product, but still protect the health of the people. 

Mr. Remy. Your support of the bill would be maintained even 
if it were so amended ? 

Mr. Cameron. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Retry. I believe you mentioned the fact that you have always 
enjoyed good working relationships with the representatives of the 
Food and Drug Administration. 
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Mr. Cameron. Yes. 

Mr. Reiwy. Would that be true of the representatives of the Red 
Meat Inspection Division of the Department of Agriculture ¢ 

Mr. Cameron. Yes, I think we have excellent working relationships 
with Dr. Havorka, who is the regional chief in charge of meat inspe 
tion. Our departmental cooperation has been very good. 

Mr. Reimwy. Were you here this morning when I read from Dr. 
Cleere’s letter his report of a very difficult situation which apparently 
arose because of a shipment by the Production and Marketing Admin 
istration to your State welfare department ? 

Was it the city of Denver which was involved in that situation ? 

Mr. Cameron. Yes, it was. 

Mr. Remy. I wonder if you would mind giving us the picture as you 
saw it. 

Mr. Cameron. To say the least, it was an unfortunate situation. 
T will not take the time of the committee to go into all the details. In 
1953 some 3 to 4 carloads of turkeys were received in Denver. 
Through our inspectors and with the aid of the Federal Food and 
Drug Administration we took certain action on these turkeys. The 
part “which you refer to, which was most disturbing to our department, 
was that when we attempted in a cooperative spirit to work out the 
problems, realizing that the Agricultural Marketing Service, which 

was involved in the purchase, the i inspection and actual sales of these 
products might be embarrassed. The action which the AMS took after 
they asked us to bring the turkeys back from the possession of the 
schools and turn them over to them for further investigation was 
most disconcerting. I would like to read from our report on this 
on this matter dated February 6, 1953: 


On this date Mr. Franklin Fisk— 
who is my assistant— 


held a conference with Dr. Florio— 
who is the manager (commissioner) of health and hospitals 


as to what further action our department should take. Dr. Florio received a 
call— 


this refers to a telephone call— 


from S. E. Paul, attorney for the local office of the United States Department of 
Agriculture. At this time Mr. Paul said he felt that the department of health and 
hospitals had no right to retain or condemn the turkeys in question and that in 
his opinion the United States Department of Agriculture, Production and Mar- 





as the AMS was known at that time— 
could dispose of the turkeys as they saw fit. 


Mr. Remy. How did you feel that you had a right to seize them? 

Mr. Cameron. We were concerned that the children of Denver were 
being offered this as food and we, as persons charged by law to protect 
their health, should make every effort to carry out this protection. 
The thing that concerned the department, was that the AMS asked our 
department to have the turkeys “ ‘ought back into their possession, and 
as soon as we did comply with this request this is what happened. 

I continue to read from our report: 


On this date (February 7, 1953) we were notified by Mr. Leslie Gross, assist- 
ant city attorney, that he had received a call from Mr. Paul who had notified him 
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that unless the department of health and hospitals released the turkeys for ship- 
ment to Omaha we would hold the individuals in the department of health and 
hospitals liable under Federal law for the retention and destruction of Federal 
property. 

Mr. Remy. Why did the Department want to get this condemned- 
at least by your standards—shipment of « -ondemned poultry back ¢ 

Mr. Cameron. It goes on to say here in our report: 

Mr. Paul further stated that he had been informed by the Production and 
Marketing Administration that they wished to take the turkeys to Omaha so 
that parts of the product could be canned under supervision. 

We reminded him that such action—when I say “we” I mean the 
Department—reminded him that such action was contrary to Federal 
food and drug regulations. 

Mr. Remy. Could you enlarge on that a bit? The Production and 


Marketing Administration, you say, wanted to take this poultry and 


ship it and perhaps if possible to take out the diseased parts and use 
the rest. You say that is contrary to food and drug regulations ¢ 

Mr. Cameron. The Federal food and drug law, which I can’t quote 
exactly, has one section in it which specific ally prohibits the process- 
ing, canning, and sale of food which in whole or in part is putrid, 
unwholesome, adulterated, et cetera. 

Mr. Reipy. By the health standards of the c ity of Denver and the 
State of Colorado you would feel that you should not take poultry in 
that condition and cull out the good part and say we are processing 
only that which contains no bad parts ¢ 

Mr. Cameron. We feel this would be not only a violation of Fed- 
eral food and drug law, but it would be a violation of the State food 
and drug law. In this case they were going to take the turkeys to 
Nebraska. What Nebraska’s law is I don’t know, but as far as our 
State is concerned, this would be a violation of the State food and 
drug law. 

Mr. Reipy. The officials of your department were threatened with 
legal action for this attempt to prevent a departure from Federal food 
and drug regulations ? 

Mr. Cameron. Yes. 

Mr. Rripy. In Dr. Cleare’s letter he refers to a representative of 
the inspection service of the Production and Marketing Administra- 
tion making an inspection of a poultry establishment located in the 
city of Denver. This establishment had been closed by the local au- 
thorities for noncompliance with municipal statutes and State 
regulations. 


Without the knowledze of local authorities this plant was approved by Federal 
poultry inspection. 

Are you acquainted — that situation, sir? 

Mr. Cameron. Yes; Iam fairly well acquainted with it. It is pretty 
much as it is stated there. In all fairness, we were able to work it out. 
However, in my opinion we still do not have clearcut assurances that 
it will not happen again because, if our regulations are more stringent 
than the Federal regulations, and I don’t believe they are, the AMS 

cannot stop a poultry plant from opening up. This is a hard thing 
for me to adjust in my own mind because I have always felt that, if 
a local health department said a place could not open, at least we could 
expect cooperation on the part of any State or Federal agency to go 
along with us. 
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Mr. Remy. In this case you had cooperation oO} the part of 
State agency / 

Mr. Cameron. Yes. 

Mr. Rewwy. This was a plant which had been closed down by local 


action ¢ 

Mr. Cameron. Yes; it had been closed by our department. 

Mr. Remy. Presumably they opened un der licensure from the Agri 
cultural Marketing Service. 

Mr. Cameron. To the best of mv knowledge yee is true. 

Mr. Rewy. P resumab ly they could not sell ; ny of their product 
from their plant in the e ity of Denver or the Sta ite of ( aa ds 

Mr. Cameron. Not under our law. 

Mr. Remy. The only thing this man could do would be to invoke 
the power of the Federal Government and the cooperation of the 
Department of Agriculture to run a substandard plant in Colorado 
and then ship his birds outside to sell to unsuspecting States. 

Mr. Cameron. Actually he could not do it because I believe in this 
case we have power by which we could step in and stil] close him even 
though it might be a little rough on us in case of legal action to face 
the fact that a Federal agency had approved the plant and we had not. 

Mr. Reipy. Has the red meat inspection division of the Department 
of Agriculture ever approved a plant to your knowledge that was vio 
lating local health statutes? 

Mr. Cameron. No, sir. We have had a number of plants which 
have gone from our inspection to the red meat inspection service, and 
in those cases we were called in to review plans of the new construction. 

Our standards are written practically word for word after the Fed- 
eral meat inspection law. So there has been no problem. 

Mr. Reipy. Has the Food and Drug Administration ever approved 
for operation a plant which you had condemned or the State or local 
health agency had said was substandard that you know of ¢ 

Mr. Cameron. No. 

Mr. Reipy. Has any agency of the Federal Governme nt, with the 
sole exception of the Agricultural Marketing Service program, ever 
approved for operation a plant which State or local authorities had 
condemned as substandard ? 

Mr. Cameron. None to my knowledge. 

Mr. Remy. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Cameron. There is one other statement I would like to make, 
Mr. Reidy, if I may, to emphasize a point here. It is something that 
concerns us as local public health people. Iam now ti ilking about the 
statement of Mr. Harvey, and Dr. Sussman mentioned it, too. 

We in local municipal work are the people who are fighting in the 
frontline of public health. When the Department of Health, Educa- 
tion, and Welfare states that they feel that poultry inspection is a 
function of Agriculture without consulting the thousands of public 
health workers working in municipal agencies at the State level, but 
particularly municipal agencies, we feel that what we say here should 
be given some recognition. We in the loc: al agencies, representing thou- 
sands of public health workers out there on the frontline. still maintain 
and still feel that this inspection work on the Federal level should be 
placed in the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare. 

Mr. Remy. Thank you. 
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One more question I forgot to ask refers again to the production and 
marketing situation in Denver. If I remember correctly, you said 
that the Department said that they wanted to take back the birds, re- 
process them, and then can the good parts. Is that correct! 

Mr. Cameron. Yes. 

Mr. Reiy. I suppose that in canning them they would put them 
through a cooking process. Does cooking or canning kill all the dis- 
ease germs which might be a danger in poultry ? 


Mr. Cameron. I would say, in a great majority of the cases, yes. 
I am a sanitary engineer with training in bacteriology. I would 


say yes. However— 

Mr. Reipy. Most of them but not all of them? 

Mr. Cameron. The thought of cooking a decomposed piece of meat 
is esthetically quite repulsive. 

Mr. Reipy. Is Dr. Sussman still here / 

Dr. Sussman. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Reipy._I am sorry. I think perhaps I addressed a question to 
the wrong witness. Would you mind answering that one more ques- 
tion’ Does cooking or whatever process is involved in the canning 
of the sort of poultry that the city of Denver and the State of Colo- 
rado condemned, remove all possibilities of disease ? 

Dr. Sussman. Mr. Reidy. I have a reference in my office, but I 
think there is a reference here to this. There is a reference to food 
research. If I read that as contained in some other testimony, I think 
that might answer some of your problem. They were referring to 
salmonella, and they said: 


Studies concerning salmonella infections— 


which is a type of infection similar to salmonella typhoid. It is not 
salmonella which produces typhoid fever, but it does produce a fever 
and nausea and diarrhea which lasts sometimes for 3 or 4 days on 
the part of people. It is not fatal but sometimes you wish it were 
fatal. In any event— 





Studies concerning the salmonella infections showed that certain types of organ- 
isms survive long-heated oil baths. 


Here are the results of a study on the organism in roasted and broiled 
chickens. 

This is from Food Research, 16: 39-96, 1951. They quote: 

Thus, while the percentage of viable salmonella cells destroyed by broiling 


was very high, in no case was an infected chicken rendered free of such bacteria 
under the conditions of these experiments. 

Certainly, neither broiling nor roasting chickens by presently recommended 
practices freed them completely of viable salmonella cells when present. This 
was true in spite of the fact that in some cases the temperature was above 100 
degrees Centigrade or 212 degrees Fahrenheit for a period of time. 


This was a study made by Husseman, Dorthly L. Husseman and 
Margaret A. Wallis. 

I don’t know the actual study, but I do know that there are organ- 
isms that are not destroyed by the heating which sometimes is necessary 
to cook the product. However, in the case of canned food products, 
I think you can assume that no matter how filthy the product is, no 
matter how much of the organisms are in it, it could be cooked like 
cooked garbage, and it would still be edible without producing disease 
in the person. Of course you wouldn’t want to eat that, and I don’t 
think any industry wants to do that. 
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Mr. Reipy. You wouldn't recommend it for school-lunch programs 
financed by the United States Government ! 

Dr. SussMAN. No, sir. 

Mr. Remy. Thank you, Doctor. 

The hearing is recessed until tomorrow morning at 10 o'clock. We 
will reconvene in room F-41 in the Senate wing of the Capitol. 

(Mr. Barker's complete statement and additional material follow :) 


STATEMENT BY SHIRLEY W. BARKER, DIRECTOR, POULTRY DEPARTMENT, AMAL- 
GAMATED MEAT CUTTERS AND BUTCHER WORKMEN OF NORTH AMERICA AFL 
CIO) 


My name is Shirley W. Barker. I am the director of the poultry department 
of the Amalgamated Meat Cutters and Butcher Workmen of North America 
(AFL-CIO), a labor union with 315,000 members and more than 500 locals in 
the 48 States, Alaska, and Canada. f 

Poultry processing is the procedure of changing the healthy, live bird, covered 
outside and filled inside with filth, to a clean item of food. Each step in this 
procedure should remove some of the filth or inedible material, making the 
remaining portions progressively cleaner. 

Unfortunately, Mr. Chairman, in many poultry plants in our Nation today, 
the definition of processing is only an ideal. In many plants not only the healthy 
bird but also the diseased one, is processed. The outside and inside filth is 
only superficially removed. And the bird does not become progressively cleaner, 
but is actually contaminated by a scandalous lack of sanitation 


I. CONDITIONS IN POULTRY-PROCESSING PLANTS 


As I shall show with statistics later, the poultry industry has undergone a 
phenomenal growth in the last two decades. What was once little more than 
a home industry is today a multi-billion-dollar business 

The fast growth of the industry has enticed many shoddy investors into 
poultry processing. It has become a target for a larger-than-usual number 
of operators who seek a quick and easy profit no matter what dangers or conse- 
quences result to the public or the industry. The processing plants of these 
men are the main source of the contaminated and unfit poultry on the market 
The failure of the Federal Government to establish and enforce standards of 
cleanliness and wholesomeness make their shoddy operations possible and is, 
thereby, responsible for the principal health dangers now stemming from poultry 
processing. 

To meet the competition of the chiselers—and let me say that the poultry- 
processing industry is highly competitive—many good and honest processors are 
forced to lower their standards. They cannot introduce and maintain the 
sanitary facilities and standards they would like. They cannot offer the quality 
of poultry they would otherwise put on the market. 

As a result of the operation of the unscrupulous and the lowering of standards, 
some shocking conditions prevail in parts of the poultry-processing industry. 
Diseased and sometimes dead birds are processed and sent to market like 
healthy, live ones. Processing is done amidst filth, such as waste from the 
birds. Dust, dirt, and fecal matter is often insufficiently removed and is allowed 
to contaminate cleaned birds. Sanitary facilities are primitive or even non- 
existent. 

These conditions prevail virtually unhindered by State or Federal legisla- 
tion. The Department of Agriculture maintains a voluntary nonregulatory 
program of inspection, which is hired and paid for by the processor. It covers 
only about 20 percent of poultry in interstate commerce. It has serious defects 
which limits its effectiveness on even this fraction of poultry sold. The Food 
and Drug Administration currently does not have the authority or funds to 
Keep inspectors in processing plants so that they may inspect each carcass 
for wholesomeness and enforce standards of sanitation and sanitary practices. 
It can make only spot checks and seize shipments when violations of the Food, 
Drug, and Cosmetics Act, as now written, occur. State inspection legislation 
is virtually nonexistent. At best, the States can now undertake the same spot 
check and seizure activity as the Food and Drug Administration does on the 
Federal level. In short, the consumer and poultry worker currently has no 
adequate protection from any governmental source 
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A. Affidavits 


The AMCBW has collected affidavits from poultry workers concerning these 
conditions. We will offer these affidavits for the record, but we hope the identity 
of the companies will be kept confidential. Our purpose in submitting the 
statements is not to attack any firm, but rather to show the need for legislation, 
as 8S. 3176. To illustrate some of the conditions the affidavits point to, I should 
like to read excerpts from three of them. 

“When I was killing chickens, I have cut the throats of many chickens that 
were already dead and stiff. These dead chickens would at times have part of 
their heads mashed off. The first time I saw these kind of chickens come along, 
I did not cut their throats, but [my] supervisors came and told me to cut their 
throats and let them go through with the good ones. I would also kill chickens 
that would be sick and have long, thick, and stringy pus coming from their 
mouths and nostrils. 

“When clipping gizzards I would see large growths on the entrails that looked 
like a mass of jelly. These chicken entrails would smell awfully bad, and at 
times would make me sick at the stomach. * * * The gizzards would be full of 
worms and would get all over my hands, and they would also have some kind of 
hard growths on them. The livers would be almost green at times. 

“These diseased livers and gizzards would be taken to the stuffing table and 
put in a sack and placed back in the chickens.” 

A worker at another plant swears in an affidavit : 

“* * * T work on many different jobs on the line. During this time I saw 
lots of chickens with lumps on them and some were full of sores. Sometimes 
when the lumps were cut off or they would burst they smelled awful bad. <All of 
these chickens went right through with the other chickens for shipment. * * *” 

Still at another plant, a worker states : 

“* * * When a lot of chickens were returned to our plant because the cus- 
tomer would not take them because they were not the quality he wanted, these 
chickens were cut up in pieces and frozen and shipped to another customer. 
Many times these chickens were in not very good condition when they came back 
to the plant. * * *” 


B. Public Health Veterinarians report 


The committee on poultry inspection and sanitation of the fifth annual confer- 
ence of Public Health Veterinarians (San Francisco, Calif., October 29, 1951) 
presented a “typical example” of the failure to maintain sanitary conditions. 
The following, by the way, occurred in a plant under the “sanitary supervision” 
of the Department of Agriculture’s Production and Marketing Administration. 

“In plant A a mechanical line originally set for a speed of 250 birds per hour 
was found running at a rate of 500 per hour. The point of sticking or cutting of 
the birds to initiate their bleeding remained at the same point. The birds, con- 
sequently, were not completely bled out by the time they reached the scald tank, 
and instead were diving into the water alive, gasping, and in many cases, drown- 
ing to death. After passing through the defeathering machine, many were fall- 
ing on the floor. These were eventually picked up and rehung. In the same 
general area of this mess of fallen birds, dead birds were thrown from erates by 
the man hanging live birds for slaughter.” 


C. FDA reports 


“Poultry ranks third in the number of filth and decomposition charges,” the 
Food and Drug Administration states in one of its reports. Its summary of 
operations during fiscal year 1955 shows that in 18.7 percent of the 300_ poultry 
plants its inspectors visited during the year “some degree of violation [was] 
found.” This is an amazing percentage, especially when one takes into considera- 
tion the limited authority and limited funds FDA now has for inspections. 

The following excerpt from a 1955 report of FDA illustrate a few of the dan- 
gerous situations occurring in some parts of the poultry-processing industry. 
These particular health dangers were nipped in the bud, but how many occur 
each day unchallenged ? 

“Most of the shipments of diseased New York dressed poultry arise out of the 
practice of segregating the cull carcasses from the day’s pack for separate ship- 
ment to low-class institutions or restaurants or to dealers in low-priced, low- 
quality poultry. If the processor operates under an official grading service, the 
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regulations often permit segregation of culls in advance of the grading oy* 
These culls are not condemned, but are accumulated until the quan nit 
cent for sale. Cull poultry would not be salable as such at reta heneae, it ti 
be ‘disguised’ by evisceration and trimming for retail sale, as cut-up poultry or 
parts, or concealed in cooked poultry dishes.” 

The following are typical examples of the types of Federal law violations 


found in 1955: 

“1. 200 pounds of cut-up chicken breasts were seized in possession 
Newark, N. J., dealer in cut-up cull poultry. Examination of the breasts show 
cheesy exudate on unremoved lung fragments, blood ts at joints, and red 
discoloration. This is an exception to the statement above that evidence of 
disease is usually removed during evisceration and cutting up This firm w 


it is 


under close surveillance because of a history of previous violations and know! 
edge of the suspect character of the poultry dealt in. Only a month prior to 
this seizure, a lot of New York dressed diseased poultry intended for sale as 
cut-up poultry was seized in possession of the same dealer The interstate 
supplier of this lot was prosecuted and as a result went out of the poultry 
business. 

‘2. 1,405 pounds of cull poultry were seized in October after shipment by a 
Philadelphia operator who openly advertised himself as a dealer in cull poultry 
The crates of cull dressed poultry were loaded on a truck and surrounded by 
coops of live poultry for shipment, to avoid detection. This cull poultry included 
diseased, decomposed, and improperly bled carcasses, and also carcasses con 
taminated with dirt and fecal material. This case is bei: 
partment of Justice for prosecution 

“3. A cull poultry dealer in New Hampshire was found to have on hand 1,169 
pounds of Massachusetts poultry which had been stored for a week without 
adequate refrigeration. The poultry was slimy and sticky from decomposition ; 
some of it was also diseased. This lot was seized in May 

“4. A lot of 217 crates of New York dressed poultry was delivered for ship 
ment to Puerto Rico by a Philadelphia firm with a reputation for dealing in 
questionable poultry. This lot contained carcasses exhibiting emaciation, cheesy 
exudate in the eviduct. peritonitis, ascites, and abdominal cysts and tumors. 
This lot was seized in June. 

“In two different California plants during the past summer, FDA inspectors 
encountered overcrowding of live poultry in coops during the hot weather, result 
ing in deaths of many birds from suffocation. In both plants the dead birds 
were being hung on the processing line, scalded, defeathered, and eviscerated 
for inspection for wholesomeness by an inspector under a voluntary marketing 
inspection program. When the incidence of improperly bled carcasses on the 
line reached the point where it aroused the suspicion of the inspector in each 
case, the situation was discovered and the practice halted by. the inspector 
Whether the same situation may have occurred in other plants in the area with 
a less fortunate outcome is not known.” 

These conditions exist, all too prevalently. But they can be corrected by the 
use of constitutional Federal power, as prescribed in 8. 3176. 

The bill will force the unethical elements of the industry to high standards 
or prevent them from selling in interstate commerce. It will prevent the honest 
processor from being forced to lower standards. It will assure the housewife 
of a clean and healthy product, even though she no longer sees the bird before 
she buys it ready for the oven. It will help increase the industry growth. It will 
accelerate the development of applicable scientific techniqnes in aid of animal 
husbandry and public health. 


iz referred to the Lh 


Il. HEALTH DANGERS 


Naturally, serious health dangers result from the marketing of diseased 
poultry and the unsanitary conditions of some processing plants. Both cor 
sumers and poultry workers are liable to poultry diseases. Further, poultry 
and poultry dishes are the largest source of food poisoning. 


A. Tirenty-sir transmissible disenses 


Some 26 diseases of poultry have been found transmissible from poultry to 
man by the noted poultry pathologist, Dr. W. L. Ingalls. His studies have been 
corroborated and widely quoted by other authorities on poultry diseases The 
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illnesses that Dr. Ingalls names may be carried by poultry and can be passed 
on to humans. They are: 


Bacterial: Viral and viral like: 
Erysipelas (Erysipolothrix infection ) Eastern equine encephalomyelitis 
Listeriosis Western equine encephalomyelitis 
Tuberculosis St. Louis encephalitis 
Tularemia Japanese B. encephalitis 
Staphylococcosis Newcastle disease 
Streptococcosis Psittacosis 
Salmonellosis Rabies 
Diptheria Toxic: 
Brucellosis Tetanus 
Paracolon infections Botulism 
Pseudotuberculosis Parasitic: 
Fungal: Echinostomiasis 
Aspergillosis Schistosomiasis 
Favus Dermanyssus gallinae 
Thrush Texeplasmosis 
Sarcosporidiosis 


Discussing these diseases, Dr. Ingalls told the 87th Annual Meeting of the 
American Veterinary Medical Association (August 21-24, 1950): 

“Twenty-six diseases reported as occurring in poultry and which also occur in 
human beings have been considered. Some of the diseases are of interest only 
from an academic standpoint; whereas others, such as salmonellosis, erysipelas, 
psittacosis, and possibly Newcastle disease (avian pneumoencephalitis), present 
a definite public health problem * * * it is quite apparent that a sufficient num- 
ber of transmissible diseases can and do occur in poultry to make poultry meat 
inspection desirable and imperative.” 

These diseases from poultry pose greater dangers to man than those from 
other mammals, according to Dr. C. A. Brandly of the Department of Veterinary 
Science and Agricultural Bacteriology, University of Wisconsin. In his Poultry 
Diseases as Public Health Problems, Public Health Reports, May 25, 1951, he 
writes: 

“* * * Tn one respect, diseases of fowl and other birds represent a greater 
hazard to man than those of mammals. The United States population of domes- 
ticated fowl or poultry approximates a billion, while that of all our mammals 
classified as livestock is less than one-half this figure. Numerically then, there 
is the expectancy of greater opportunity for contact with diseased birds and, 
with this contact, an increased opportunity for adaption of the disease agent 
from aves toman. Strains of infectious agents, or their elementary components, 
which have the potential for adaptation to new hosts may in consequence, more 
often encounter new soil for their perpetuation. * * *” 

In another part of his article, Dr. Brandly calls for mandatory inspection as 
the means of wiping out the danger of disease to man: 

“Full seale efforts to discourage marketing of questionable or sick fowl by 
rigid ante mortem and post mortem inspection must precede and accompany 
well-planned and persistent programs to eradicate the avian resorvoirs of infec- 
tion.” 

“Fowls are by far the main animal reservoir of organisms affecting man,” 
researches have found, according to the United States Department of Agricul- 
ture poultry pathologist, Dr. P. J. Brandly. Writing in the January 1948 issue 
of the Journal of the American Veterinary Medical Association, he also says 
that as early as 1939, another scientist found that ‘poultry constituted the 
greatest reservoir of paratyphoid infection among domestic animals in the 
United States,’ 

“* * * the carcasses of dressed birds often contain myriads of pathogenic 
organisms which are introduced into the kitchen with the carcasses; and knives, 
sinks, pans, hands, towels, etc., are contaminated by these disease germs,” Dr. 
Brandly wrote. “In preparing chicken salad, cold chicken sandwiches, ete., these 
organisms may again be introduced into the edible product, and cases of food 
poisoning or infection are the result. Frequent cases of food poisoning from 
turkey dinners are due to the introduction of these pathogenic organisms from 
the birds into the dressing * * *.” 

Medical and veterinary literature has many articles such as these quoted. 
We will submit some of the articles for the record. The overriding point of 
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them is that man is susceptible to poultry diseases and that something can be 
done about it. 

We have so far discussed diseases which the poultry contracts and passes on 
to man. But these do not end the list. Another eight diseases may be carried 
by poultry and can infect humans. These are illnesses with whose organisms 
poultry may become contaminated during insanitary processing and are then 
passed on to humans. These are: Typhoid fever, paratyphoid fever, bacillary 
dysentery, amebic dysentery, enterobiasis, infectious hepatitis, lytmphocyti 
choriomeningitis, chemical poisonings. 

And what are the results of these health dangers? 


B. One-fourth to one-third of food-poisoning cases 


One result is that poultry and poultry dishes are responsible for an average of 
one-fourth to one-third of the nonmilk cases of food poisoning reported to the 
United States Public Health Service each year. In the 10-year period 1945-4 
poultry and poultry dishes caused 32.6 percent of the reported cases of nonmilk 
food poisoning. The range was between the low of 16.5 percent recorded in 
1945 to the high of 47.3 percent of 1953. In only 2 years, 1945 and 1954, did 
poultry account for less than one-fourth of the food-poisoning cases. In 4 of the 
10 years—1946, 1951, 1952, and 1953—it was responsible for more than 40 percent 

These statistics demonstrate the importance of diseased, contaminated, and 
adulterated poultry as a danger to the consumer. Perhaps the consumer health 
hazard will come into even clear perspective if we discuss some cases of food 
poisoning due to poultry. 


C. Typical outbreaks among consumers 


Forty-eight hours after eating a Thanksgiving turkey dinner in 1954, 75 inmates 
of the United States Penitentiary at Atlanta, Ga., became ill, They suffered with 
high temperatures, nausea, vomiting, and diarrhea. Before these symptoms 
among prisoners became evident guards were fed the turkey in cold sandwiches. 
Five of them became ill. 

Bacteriologic examination by the Communicable Disease Center of the United 
States Public Health Service showed that the illness was due to a type of sal- 
monella, an infection common to both poultry and man. The organism were 
traced to the turkeys the men had eaten. 

The center’s further study showed that many of the men were infected with 
a chronic form of the disease. One-third of the food-handling staff of 300 were 
infected and required several months of treatment to be freed of the organism. 

Here, in abbreviate form, are seven other typical food-borne outbreaks involv- 
ing poultry. 

One hundred and thirty-five of one hundred and forty Illinois cattle breeders 
ill 2 to 5 hours after eating turkey insufficiently heated.—135 of 140 ill after 
luncheon. Ten children ill after eating turkey taken home after the luncheon. 
Numerous staphylococci and coliform organisms found in leftover turkey 
Women who cooked turkey reported ice was still in birds’ cavities, that they were 
not thoroughly cleaned. Some persons who are the meat stated it was not thor 
oughly heated. 

Reference: Communicable Disease Summary for Week Ended March 7, 1953. 

One dead, 2 others of family ill after chicken salad.—Idaho family of 3 
pared chicken salad in morning, ate it later in day while on auto trip, 5-6 h 
later, all 3 ill. 1 became irrational, vomited blood, died. 

Reference: Communicable Disease Summary for Week Ended July 30, 1956. 

One hundred and fifty of 180 sick in staphylococcus outbreak.—150 of 180 ill 
7-12 hours after evening mea! in a college in Massachusetts. 

Staphylococcus aureous in turkey and dressing. Chef had an “infection of the 
eyelid.” 

Reference: Communicable Disease Summary for Week Ended November 
1955. 

Gastroenteritis from chicken salad sandwiches.—159 persons ill in Tennessee 
after eating chicken salad sandwiches. Sandwiches nnrefrigerated for several 
hours. 

Micrococcus pyogenes isolated from the food. 

Reference: Communicable Disease Summary for Week Ended September 4, 
1954. 

Salmonellosis—Cooked turkey.—55 of S4 persons ill 5-52 hours after eating 

roast turkey in restaurant. 
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Headaches, backaches, nausea, and vomiting, acute, severe, prostrating febrile 
episodes with abdominal cramps and diarrhea were predominating symptoms. 

S. Newport and S. Derby in specimen from patients. Turkeys eviscerated on 
meat block, cooked, and carved on same meat block which had been only super- 
ficially cleaned. 

Reference: Communicable Disease Summary for Week Ended October 10, 
1953. 

Staphylococcus Outbreak—July 1951.—Chicken salad contained hemolytic 
staphylococcus. 244 of 302 patients and 27 of 31 employees affected. State insti- 
tution in Memphis, Tenn. 

Reference: Communicable Disease Summary for Week Ended July 7, 1951. 

Paracolon bacilli and staphylococci, June 30, 1948. 

Oakhurst, N. J—102 of 175 ill after dinner given by Ladies Auxiliary of 
Oakhurst Fire Company ; 102 of 113 who ate turkey were ill; 4-15 hours’ incuba- 
tion period. Nausea, vomiting, diarrhea, weakness, prostration. Turkey meat 
and bones contaminated with paracolon bacilli and staphylococci. 

Reference : Report by Health Officer V. J. Gorman in Public Health News, 30: 
20 (January 1949). 

These cases demonstrate the dangers posed to your family, mine, and all con- 
sumers by diseased, contaminated, or adulterated poultry. There is the old 
argument that if poultry were thoroughly cooked the disease would be destroyed. 
Scientists are not too certain whether that is true in all cases. 

Studies concerning the Salmonella infections showed that certain types of 
the organisms survive long, heated-oil baths. Here are the results of a study 
on the organisms in roasted and broiled chickens : 

“* * * Thus, while the percentage of viable Salmonella cells destroyed by 
broiling was very high, in no case was an infected chicken rendered free of such 
bacteria under the conditions of these experiments. 

“* * * Certainly, neither broiling nor roasting chickens by presently recom- 
mended practices freed them completely of viable Salmonella cells when present. 
This was true in spite of the fact that in some cases the temperature was above 
100° ©. (212° F.) for a period of time. * * *” Husseman, Dorothy L. and 
Wallace, Margaret A. “Studies on the Possibility of the Transmission of 
Salmoncila by Cooked Fowl.” Food Research, 16: 39-96. 1951. 

But even if the theory about cooking poultry were true, there is no reason 
in the world why the housewife should get garbage for her money. She has 
the right and expects to be protected against disease whether she cooks her 
poultry well or not. All steps should be taken to assure the housewife that 
the chicken, turkey, or duck she brings into her kitchen is a healthy one, which 
offers no danger to her family. 


D. Industrial health hazards 


The poultry worker is especially exposed to disease transmitted from poultry. 
In fact, he is sometimes in danger of his life. 

Two of the more common diseases dangerous to the poultry worker are New- 
castle disease, an infection of the eyes, and psittacosis (parrot fever), an in- 
fiuenzalike disease. The former is fairly prevalent among poultry workers. 
The latter occurs cyclically and sometimes has deadly results. 

Only last month psittacosis swept 3 poultry plants, a rendering plant and 2 
farms near and in Portland, Oreg., and left death and serious illness in its wake. 
Two persons died after being in contact with psittacosis-bearing fowls. Of 62 
other persons who were taken ill, 24 of them required hospitalization. Probably 
more men and women were hit by the illness, but their cases were misdiagnosed 
as influenza and pneumonia. 

The disease hit 2 flocks of breeding turkeys totaling about 10,000 birds. It 
first spread to humans on the turkey farms. From there the turkeys carried 
it to the rendering plant and the processing plants. Many of the poultry workers 
taken ill were members of the Amalgamated Meat Cutters and Butcher Workmen 
(AFL-CIO). 

It is interesting to note that the Oregon health officials found one plant dress- 
ing turkeys which had died of psittacosis. The health department discovered 
some 49 such birds, which the plant management apparently wanted to sell 
for human food, even though they had died of the disease. 

In 1948 through 1954, several psittacosis or ornithosis epidemics hit a number 
of Texas poultry-processing communities. The confirmed result was a mini- 
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mum of about 350 cases of human illness and 12 deaths rhe actu 
lieved to be much higher. 
Here is the breakdown of the confirmed cases 


Cases Deat! 
Giddings, Tex.: 
October and November 1948 35 | 7 
December 1951 to January 1952 “64 
April- May 1952_. iy 
El Campo, Tex., late 1952 to early 1953 5 
Central Texas, 1954 20 | lor2 


Other recent psittacosis outbreaks have been confirmed in Nebraska, New 
Jersey, Virginia, and Lowa. 

Data, especially statistics, concerning these outbreaks is difficult to obtain. 
Psittacosis or ornithosis is frequently mistaken for influenza and pneumonia. 
Also, in some of the Texas cases, many of the persons contracting the illness 
were migrants who did not report their sickness. As a result, probably many 
more persons were taken ill, and perhaps died, than is recorded here. 

Psittacosis or ornithosis is a highly serious illness. The following is a descrip- 
tion of patients’ condition during the various stages of the illness: 

“The onset usually was characterized by fever, anorexia, chilly sensations, 
severe headache, and nausea or vomiting. Unless prompt and vigorous anti 
biotic treatment was instituted the disease was slowly progressive and after a 
few days most patients felt much worse. At the height of the illness the most 
common complaints were feverishness, headache, cough, weakness, nausea, and 
loss of appetite. Several patients complained of chills, drenching sweat, and 
pain or soreness in the chest. Abnormal findings on physical examination usually 
were necligible at the time of hospitalization, even though the patients were 
quite toxic, usually with high fever. During the heicht of illness the patients 
frequently were delirious or disoriented. The most seriously ill became lethargic 
or stuporous; this frequently was a cause for comment. * * * 

“The duration of illness varied from a few days to several weeks. More than 
half of the patients were ill 2 or 3 weeks. Several patients had relapses; 
relapses occurred both in treated and untreated cases. Those more seriously ill 
convalesced slowly but, excepting the fatal cases, recovery generally was com- 
plete and uneventful except for prolonged weakness.” (From ch. 6: 
Psittacosis in Turkeys and Fowls as a Source of Human Infection, by J. Vernal 
Irons, Sc. D.: Malcolm L. Denley, M. C., and Thelma D. Sullivan, M. S., in 
Psittacosis, edited by F. R. Beaudette, Rutgers University Press, New Bruns- 
wick, N. J., 1955.) 

Poultry can, and does, offer serious health dangers to both consumers and 
poultry workers. This is true of both diseased poultry which may transmit 
organism to humans and contaminated and adulterated poultry which has picked 
up germs during unsanitary processing. Human beings must 


be protected 
against either case. 


Ill, LACK OF EFFECTIVE INSPECTION 


Fifty years ago, Congress enacted the Meat Inspection Act and the 
establishing the Food and Drug Administration. This legislation grew out of 
the horror of a shocked nation which gasped at the revelations of the muck- 
rakers. Reading the Jungle and other exposés of the conditions of filth and 
unwholesomeness then existing in the meatpacking industry, America demanded 
protection. And Congress provided it. 

The means which Congress took to assure the public clean and healthful foods 
was through effective inspection at the processing stage and through seizure 
power of contaminated and adulterated products at later stages of commerce. 
Poultry was not included in this inspection either in the original acts or the 
refinements and amendments which have come during the past half ¢ ntury 
Frankly, until 15 to 20 years ago, the inspection of poultry was not a matter of 
national urgency. 


law 


A. Growth and change of industry 


The sale of commercially processed poultry was generally negligible a gen- 
eration or two ago. It was a Sunday or holiday meal. And very often the fowl 
for the dinner table those days came from the consumer’s own backyard. The 
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housewife raised the poultry herself, she slaughtered it herself, and she cleaned 
it herself. 

As raising poultry became less widespread, the housewife bought it alive, 
either from a farmer or a poultry market. She saw the bird before it was 
slaughtered. Although she had no guaranty against its being diseased, she 
had some inkling from the fowl’s appearance. She could assure herself of its 
clean processing, because she generally either watched while the chicken, turkey, 
or duck was cleaned in the market or she performed this work herself in her 
own home. 

During the past two decades, the poultry industry has grown fantastically. 
Since 1940 annual poultry consumpton in the United States has increased from 
22 pounds per person to 35—50.9 percent. Poultry production rose from 3.1 
billions of pounds to 6.6 billions—112.9 percent. And gross farm income from 
poultry and poultry products went up from 1 to 3.5 billion dollars—250 percent. 

A further indication of the importance of poultry is the percentage it takes 
from the average family food budget. Today, the American housewife spends 
12 cents of her food dollar on poultry. It is, therefore, a major and vital item 
in the diet of the American family. 


Poultry production, per capita consumption of poultry meat, and gross farm 
income from poultry, 1940-54 * 


| 1 
Gross farm 


Poultry Poultry income from 
meat, | production | poultry, and 
per capita (billions of poultry 
consumption; pounds) 2 products 
| (pounds) (billions of 
| dollars) 2 





| 
| 
| 
! 
} 





| 
22.0 | 3.1 | 1.0 
23.8 | 3.4 14 
26.8 | 4.8 | 2.0 
33.6 4.8 | 3.0 
30.0 4.6 | 2.8 
32.7 5.1 | 3.2 
30.0 4.6 | 3.2 
27.3 4.3 3.4 
26. 5 4.0 3.6 
28.9 4.9 3.5 
31.0 5.2 3.5 
34.0 5.8 3.2 
35.2 6.1 4.1 
34.6 6.1 4.1 
35.0 6.6 | 3.5 
| 
50.9 112.9 250. 0 








1 Based on reports from the Agricultural Marketing Service, U. 8. Department of Agriculture. 
2 To nearest 10th of a billion. 


Accompanying this fantastic rise of the industy was a revolution in marketing 
techniques by processors and retailers and a resultant revolution in the buying 
habits of the consumer. No longer does the housewife select her poultry alive and 
watch it cleaned and processed. Today, she buys her chickens, turkey, or duck 
supposedly ready for the oven. The fowl! is completely processed and perhaps 
even cut up. 

She now has little idea whether the poultry is diseased or healthy, whether or 
not it is really clean. The fowl may look satisfactory on the surface, but danger 
may nevertheless lurk. Inspection which may have been unnecessary in the past 
is, therefore, in great need today. 


B. Inspection—AMS program 


The current state of inspection legislation is truly shocking. Poultry, unlike 
most major foods, may be sold filthy and diseased with only a few exceptions. 
On a Federal, State, and municipal level, virtually no effective inspection for 
wholesomeness exists. 

An agency of the Federal Government does currently conduct a nonregulatory 
form of poultry inspection service. That is the Agricultural Marketing Service 
of the Department of Agriculture, Its program is a voluntary one, hired and 
paid for by the processor. 
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The processor is under no obligation whatsoever to use this service In fact 
if he does use it, he must pay the full cost and is thereby monetarily pen 


As a result, only 20 percent of the plants shipping in interstate commerce employ 
the Agricultural Marketing Service’s inspection program 
of the estimated 1,357. 

However, even if its services were in more widespread use, the Agri ira 
Marketing Service’s program would not give adequate protection to the consume: 
Its operation has at best been slipshod. It is ridden with conflicts of interest 
und has, on numerous occasions, been criticized as toadying to the industry instead 
of having the interests of the consumer uppermost as an objective 

Later in this statement I shall cover in some detail our reasons for not 
confidence in the poultry program of the Agricultural Marketing Service 


some 205 plants out 


C. Food and Drug Administration activity 


The Food and Drug Administration is held responsible by law for dealing with 
adulterated and contaminated foods. However, it currently has neither the 
authority nor the funds to give the consumer true protection as far as poultt 
concerned. 

As previously stated, the consumer can be assured of clean and healthy 
at the processing stage only if an inspector can check each fowl]. That is done in 
meat inspection and must be done in any poultry inspection. However, the 
and Drug Administration cannot currently do that. 

Allow me to quote a former and the present FDA Commissioner on this point 
Former Commissioner C. W. Crawford wrote to Congresswoman Leonor K. Sulli 
van, of Missouri, in September 1974: 

“We estimate that there are approximately 1,300 interstate poultry dressii zg 
freezing, or canning establishments in the United States. For the past 2 years we 
have made about 400 poultry establishment inspections each year, of which we 
estimate that perhaps one-fourth represent reinspection of the same firms. Thus 
our program contemplates complete coverage of this industry about once every 
5 or 4 years.” [Italic added.] 

His successor, the present Commissioner George P. Larrick, went even further 
in a letter to me of April 21, 1955. He wrote: 

“Your assumption is correct that our average rate of inspection coverage of the 
poultry processing plants amounts to a spot check once every 3 or 4 years. One 
such inspection of 1 plant at 1 time requires, on the average, 5 or 6 hours of an 
inspector’s time. It is also true, as you suggest, that such a spot check cannot 
guarantee the wholesoiueness or the legality of products prepared at other times 
However, lest this be misleading to vou, we must point out that in many in 
stances reasonably valid conclusions with respect to the probability of diseased o1 
otherwise illegal poultry being shipped from a plant can be drawn from the 
observation made during an inspection of this type, and conversations with 
employees. 

“* * * Although some lots of cull poultry are recognized as obviously diseased 
from the external appearance of the carcass, it is our view that not only post 
mortem but also ante-mortem eramination is essential to a full program 
tection of the consumer from diseased poultry.” [Italic added.] 

In other words, the Food and Drug Administration cannot, under present cir 
cumstances, guarantee protection against disease for the poultry consumer. New 
legislation providing the mandatory inspection of poultry is needed for that 
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D. State inspection programs 


Adequate State poultry inspection is virtually nonexistent. As far as we 
know, no State has a law embodying the recommended standards of the United 
States Public Health Service for inspection, sanitation, and sanitary practices 

Some attempt to safeguard consumers by having a health department inspector 
(1) make occasional checks and (2) keep an eye on processors who have a record 
of selling diseased birds or of maintaining unsanitary plants. This is the same 
tvpe of limited activity the Food and Drug Administration can currently under 
take. Unfortunately, this activity cannot give the consumer the protection he 
needs, 

A number of States have been or currently are, working on poultry inspection 
legislation. A few other States are said to be interested. However, the over 
Whelming majority are reportedly planning to follow the usual pattern in food 
legislation. That is, they will wait for the Federal Government to act and 
then consider parallel legislation. 
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IV. DEMAND FOR MANDATORY INSPECTION 


Clearly, the present need for inspection, sanitation, and sanitary practices legis- 
lation must be filled. On a local, State, and Federal level, the executive and 
legislative branches must enact laws to protect the consumer against the hazards 
which poultry now holds. 

Inspection brought a healthy and prospering industry, offering a clean and safe 
product, out of the jungle which once characterized the meatpacking industry. 
Today, all commercially shipped meat in interstate traffic is inspected and fur- 
ther, meatpacker, meatpacking employees, and consumer benefit. The same can 
come true for the various groups concerned with poultry. 

Mandatory inspection of poultry for wholesomeness has long been demanded by 
many and varying groups. Public-health organizations, women’s clubs, labor 
unions, industry groups, consumer organizations, medical associations, veter- 
inary groups, have all asked that the consumer be protected by an inspection 
system. 

We shall offer for the record, Mr. Chairman, many resolutions, statements, 
and endorsements of the principle of mandatory inspection. Here, however, I 
should like to quote parts of just a few resolutions to demonstrate the widespread 
demand for such legislation. 

The Conference of State and Territorial Health Officers recommended at its 
November 1955 meeting: 

“That the Federal Government establish the following: 

“(a) Requirement that all poultry shipped interstate be eviscerated. 

“(b) Requirement that all poultry shipped interstate be inspected before and 
after slaughter for wholesomeness.” 

The executive council of the American Federation of Labor and Congress of 
Industrial Organizations, meeting in Miami, February 9, 1956, urged that: 

“* * * a strict compulsary and effective poultry regulation and inspection 
program be enacted to guarantee the American consumer that all poultry shipped 
in interstate commerce will be processed under sanitary conditions and will 
be free from disease.” 

The National Grange, which includes poultry growers among its members, 
resolved at its annual convention in Cleveland, Ohio, November 1955: 

“* * * The National Grange, therefore, recommends that a Federal poultry- 
inspection system comparable to Federal red-meat inspections should be 
established and that the Public Health Service work out minimum health and 
sanitation standards for poultry slaughtering plants for adoption by States.” 

In December 1955, the American Institute for Poultry Industries, the trade 
association of some of the poultry processors, also called for mandatory poultry 
inspection. It declared: 

‘“* * * the institute, its board of directors and its members favor the devel- 
opment and adoption of sound, mandatory inspection for wholesomeness pro- 
grams for all poultry and poultry products, provided such programs are paid 
for from Federal and State funds.” 

The Hoover Commission Task Force on Federal Medical Services also con- 
cluded in its report of February 1955, that the Federal Government would have 
to take action on the poultry problem. It said: 

“Federal inspection of meat contrasts in form as well as in cost with its in- 
spection of poultry. Whereas about four-fifths of the Nation’s meat is slaugh- 
tered and packed under compulsory meat inspection, Federal poultry inspection 
not only is voluntary, but also is financed by fees from users of the service and 
covers less than one-fifth of the Nation’s commercial poultry supply. * * * 

“Both the United States Livestock Sanitary Association and the Conference of 
State and Territorial Health Officers have recommended that State and local 
governments strengthen their poultry inspection and sanitation programs. 

“But, as yet, only a few States have compulsory poultry inspection. Especially, 
in view of the recent growth of the poultry industry, we do not believe we can 
expect the States alone to provide the needed controls.’ [Italic added.] 


V. INSPECTION—HOW AND BY WHOM 


To decide that mandatory inspection of poultry for sanitation and wholesome- 
ness is a good thing takes us only part way toward meeting current consumer 
need. Inspection for wholesomeness and cleanliness must be broken down for 
the three factors it is to provide: (1) the product’s freedom from disease; (2 
plant, facility, and equipment sanitation; and (3) sanitary processing practices. 
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Then further decisions must be made—what sort of inspection is desired, who 
will undertake it, and who will pay for it. These questions must be answered 
adequately or the: mandatory inspection may be menningless—an act on the 
statute books but no protection for the consumer 


A. Ante mortem and post mortem inspection 


The AMCBW firmly and fully believes that ante mortem (before slaughter) 
inspection is needed as well as post mortem (after slaughter). The details of 
ante mortem inspection should, we believe, be determined by the Secretary of 
Health, Education, and Welfare and established in regulations supplementing 
the law. But congressional action would be less than meaningless if it did not 
provide for ante mortem inspection. We are happy to see that S. 3176 makes 
such a specific provision. It is one of the reasons why we welcome and endorse 
this bill. 

I have already quoted Food and Drug Commissioner Larrick and Dr. ©. A 
Brandly on the need for ante mortem inspection. Their words are worth 
repeating. 

Commissioner Larrick wrote: 

“* * * it is our view that not only post mortem but also ante mortem exami 
nation is essential to a full program of protection of the consumer from diseased 
poultry.” 

Dr. Brandly wrote: 

“Full-seale efforts to discourage the marketing of questionable or sick fowls 
by rigid ante mortem and post mortem inspection must precede and accompany 
well-planned and persistent programs to eradicate the avian reservoirs of 
infection.” 

A veterinary officer of the United States Public Health Service who played a 
major role in developing the suggested inspection ordinances for States, coun- 
ties, and municipalities provides several specific reasons for ante mortem in- 
spection. In a paper presented to the public health section program of the 
American Veterinary Medical Association’s 92d Annual Meeting ( Minneapolis, 
Minn., August 15-18, 1955), Dr. Joe W. Atkinson said: 

“For purposes of assuring adequate official inspection, careful observation of 
poultry before slaughter (ante mortem inspection) is, perhaps, even more essen 
tial now than was the case a few years ago. The increased incidence of respira 
tory diseases, particularly in young poultry commercially produced, is an im- 
portant factor. Upper respiratory infections may affect the bird sufficiently to 
make it appear sick and plainly unacceptable or suspect if observed before 
slaughter, yet may pass unnoticed on routine examination by the post mortem 
inspector. As a matter of fact, the upper respiratory tract may be examined 
very superficially, if at all, on post mortem inspection, unless the inspector 
knows the bird is suspect. 

“Another factor contributing to the increased importance of ante mortem 
inspection is the use in recent vears of high scalding temperatures, which result 
in removal of the epidermal layer of the skin and give an almost uniformly white 
appearance to the dressed carcasses. Thus the darkened appearance formerly 
associated with certain septicemias and the abnormally pale appearance caused 
by some disease processes, no longer serve the post mortem inspector, in many 
instances, as indications of generalized effects of disease.” 

The practicability of ante mortem inspection is attested by even the Agricul- 
tural Marketing Service of the United States Department of Agriculture. Though 
AMS rarely uses this type of inspection in its voluntary program, its official 
instructions (Instruction No. 918 (PY) Ante Mortem—1) states: 

“* * * While it is not practical to handle and examine each live bird prior to 
slaughter, it is entirely feasible to visibly examine daily each battery of birds 
in the plant * * *.” 


B. Sanitation standards and sanitary practices 


Ante mortem and post mortem inspection guarantees the poultry’s freedom 
from disease as well as is practically possible, according to experts. However, 
safeguards must also be established against the contamination by poultry during 
processing. That involves premise, facilities and equipment sanitation standards, 
and sanitary processing practices. 

The contamination and adulteration of poultry through insanitary processing 
is as responsible as the poultry diseases, transmissible to man, for the existing 
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public health dangers. Dr. T. E. Sullivan, of the Indiana State Board of Health, 
told the International Association of Milk and Food Sanitarians (41st annual 
meeting, Atlantic City, N. J., October 21-23, 1954): 

“Those of us who are working in the field of public health realize the prime 
importance of food sanitation—that is to say, we realize the hazard that can exist 
to the health and welfare of the consuming public if food for human consumption 
is not fabricated from clean, wholesome ingredients and is not processed, pre- 
pared, and handled in such a manner that its wholesomeness is preserved. This 
hazard includes everything from impaired nutrition to actual illness or even 
death * * *.” 

Nine major ways in which poor sanitation or insanitary practices during poul- 
try processing cause illness among consumers are listed by Dr. Joe W. Atkinson, 
a veterinary officer of the United States Public Health Service. In a paper de- 
livered before the Ohio Valley Conference of Food, Drug, and Health Officials 
(Cincinnati, Ohio, October 26, 1955), he said : 

“1. Body discharges and dust from live poultry may be a source of contami- 
nating organisms, including those of the colon and paracolon types: various 
species of Salmonella are of particular importance. 

“2. Insects may contaminate foods with etiologic agents which may cause dis- 
eases such as typhoid fever, bacillary dysentery, and paratyphoid fever. 

“3. Rodents may contaminate water and food with hair, feces, and urine; 
particularly noteworthy is the fact that Leptospira icterohaemorrhagiae excreted 
im the urine of wild rats have been reported as a principal cause of leptospira 
infections in man. Rodents may be carriers of salmonellosis, lymphocytic chorio- 
meningitis, tapeworms, and protozoan organisms. 

“4. Poultry-processing wastes contain those organisms found in the body dis- 
charges of poultry, such as the Salmonella, and other colon and paracolon types. 

“5. Sewage, if not properly disposed of, may be a direct or indirect source of 
contamination of foods with pathogenic organisms causing such diseases as 
bacillary dysentery, typhoid fever, and paratyphoid fever. 

“6. Nonpotable water or ice may contain those species of organisms which 
cause such diseases as bacillary dysentery, leptospirosis, typhoid fever, and para- 
typhoid fever. 

“7. Infected employees may transmit diseases directly to fellow employees; 
further, they may contaminate foods with the causative organisms of such dis- 
eases as bacillary dysentery, salmonellosis, staphylococcosis, paratyphoid fever, 
and tuberculosis. 

“8. Extraneous materials in foods may cause physical injury to the consumer, 
or may be a source of contamination; rodenticides, insecticides, and various 
other chemicals may be poisonous to man if consumed. 

“9. Proper refrigeration is necessary to prevent growth of microorganisms 
and production of toxins in poultry and poultry products.” 

What is meant by sanitation in processing is made very clear by two United 
States Public Health Service officials in a paper printed in the American Journal 
of Public Health (vol. 41, No. 8, August 1951). Dr. Raymond J. Helvig, a 
veterinarian in the Division of Sanitation, and Russell W. Hart, a sanitary 
engineer, name the following very basic steps of plant cleanliness which they 
feel must be followed: 

“* * * The entire plant, including floors, walls, ceilings, and equipment, must 
be so arranged as to be easily cleanable and, of course, must be actually main- 
tained in a clean condition. To be easily cleanable, the plant structure and 
the equipment must be in good repair. Those items of equipment with which 
food comes in contact must be washed and given an approved bactericidal treat- 
ment before each usage. The plant must be well lighted and properly ventilated. 
An adequate and safe water supply is needed. Hand-washing facilities; includ- 
ing hot and cold water, soap, and towels must be conveniently located to poultry- 
handling operations. Toilet facilities must be readily available to the employees. 
Adequate provision is needed for the sanitary disposal of all plant wastes. Pests 
such as flies, roaches, rats, and mice must be effectively controlled : first, by build- 
ing them out and eliminating harborage areas; second, by eliminating the avail- 
ability of food; and finally by extermination and constant vigilance against 
reinfestation. Adequate effective refrigeration is essential. Ample storage 
space for both the poultry product and supplies, such as containers, detergents, 
bactericidal agents, etc., is needed. 

“Constant supervision must be provided by the management of the plant for 
the training of employees who handle the poultry and for the routine inspection 
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of the various poultry-handling operations. The employees must be free from 
communicable disease; must follow certain established practices of personal 
hygiene such as washing hands after visiting the toilet or otherwise con 
taminating them; must wear clean and appropriate clothing; and must refrain 
from spitting or using tobacco in rooms where poultry is being dressed, handled, 
or stored.” 

In addition to plant sanitation, adequate sanitary processing practices must 
be established to prevent contamination of poultry. These involve some simple 
and some technical steps taken during processing. The sanitary practices in- 
clude, for example, care that the fowl is completely bled; steps to prevent dust, 
fecal matter, and other alien substances from attaching themselves to the 
processed bird; and means to cut down or eliminate the bacteria on the fowl's 
surface. 

I present the above points concerning sanitation standards and sanitary prac- 
tices only as examples of what is involved in this field. We do not presume to 
suggest specific standards or practices. 

We do feel, however, that Congress must authorize, in mandatory poultry 
inspection legislation, the formulation and enforcement of sanitation and sani- 
tary practice requirements. We also believe that the sanitation standards and 
sanitary practices should be part of the same program as the inspection for 
wholesomeness. Unlike the practice of the AMS voluntary program, in which 
the two activities are handled separately and sometimes in conflict with each 
other, they should be tied together with the inspector being responsible for both. 

We believe S. 3176 does this very well. In section 1011 it provides for the 
Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare to establish rules and regulations 
for sanitation of premises, facilities, and equipment. Section 1012 makes the 
same provision for sanitary processing practices. If an inspector finds a pro 
cessing plant failing to conform to these rules and regulations, he would not label 
its poultry as wholesome, according to section 1013. The inspector would, there- 
fore, bar the plant’s fowls from interstate commerce as long as the firm does not 
conform. 

These provisions of S. 3176, in our opinion, offer an excellent means for guaran 
teeing an end to shocking insanitary conditions and practices now prevalent in 
some plants processing poultry for interstate and foreign commerce, 


(. Pouitry inspection in AMS 


On the second problem of who should be responsible for a mandatory inspec 
tion program, we also have definite views. We believe that the Food and Drug 
Administration is the best and proper agency to handle the poultry inspection. 
We, therefore, fully endorse section 1014 of 8S. 3176. 

It may be suggested that a poultry inspection service be placed in the Agricul- 
tural Marketing Service of the Department of Agriculture and that the current 
voluntary program be thereby made mandatory. We disaxree with this view 
We believe that the procedures of S. 3176 provide a more effe tive and permanent 
means of guaranteeing protection to the consumer and poultry worker and 
of niding the poultry industry. 

As I have stated before, there is widespread criticism and dissatisfaction with 
the administration of the Agricultural Marketing Service» poultry program 
The past record of AMS concerning poultry leads us to believe that it would 
not be the best home for a poultry inspection service 
1. Consumer protection not goal of AMS 

The proper function of the Agricultural Marketing Service or the Production 
and Marketing Administration is to promote the sale of agricultural products. 
The Agricultural Marketing Act of 1946 is quite clear on that point. It states: 

“It is further declared to be the policy of Congress to promote through research, 
study, experimentation, and through cooperation among Federal and State agen- 
cies, farm organizations, and private industry, a scientific approach to the prob- 
lems of marketing, transportation, and distribution of agricultural products 
similar to the scientific methods which have been utilized so successfully during 
the past 84 years in connection with the production of agricultural products so 
that such products capable of being produced in abundance may be marketed 
in an orderly manner and efficiently distributed. In order to attain those objec- 
tives, it is the intent of Congress to provide for (1) continuous research to 
improve the marketing, handling, storage, processing, transportation, and dis- 
tribution of agricultural products: (2) cooperation among Federal and State 
agencies, producers, industry organizations, and Others in the development and 
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effectuation of research and marketing programs to improve the distribution 
processes; (3) an integrated administration of all laws enacted by Congress to 
uid the distribution of agricultural products through research, market aids and 
services, and regulatory activities, to the end that marketing methods and 
facilities may be improved, that distribution costs may be reduced and the price 
spread between the producer and consumer may be narrowed, that dietary and 
nutritional standards may be improved, that new and wider markets for Ameri- 
can agricultural products may be developed, both in the United States and in 
other countries, with a view to making it possible for the full production of 
American farin to be disposed of usefully, economically, profitably and in an 
orderly manner.” 

Protecting the consumer would be a secondary function—and indeed a con- 
flicting one to the Agricultural Marketing Service's main job of promoting the 
sale of agricultural products. When, in 1940, the Food and Drug Administration 
was shifted from the Department of Agriculture to the then existing Federal 
Security Agency, Congress and the President realized the existence of such a 
conflict between the functions of the entire Department of Agriculture and the 
Food and Drug Administration. President Roosevelt wrote to Congress at that 
time (Presidential message accompanying Fourth Plan on Government te- 
organization, April 11, 1940) : 

“* * * The work of the Food and Drug Administration is unrelated to the 
basic functions of the Department of Agriculture. There was, however, no other 
agency to which these functions more appropriately belonged until the Federal 
Security Agency was created last year. I now believe that the opportunity 
for the Food and Drug Administration to develop along increasingly construc- 
tive lines lies in this new agency. * * *” 

In the same way the consumer protective functions of a poultry inspection 
service are unrelated or conflict with the basic duties of the Department of 
Agriculture, in general, and the Agricultural Marketing Service, in particular. 

The poultry activities now carried on by AMS were originally begun as a 
grading service to the industry. It would check poultry for appearance, age, 
and method of dressing, purely to help one dealer do business with another. The 
sanitation and inspection functions were later added. But the industry still 
regards the AMS poultry program as a service to it—not as a primarily pro- 
tective. service for the consumer. The Weekly Newsletter of the American 
Institute of Poultry Industries, the trade association of part of the poultry proc- 
essing industry, states quite bluntly in the issue of August 5, 1953, 

“Since poultry and egg inspection and grading are voluntary programs, paid 
for by the industry, they should be administered as a service [italic theirs] to 
industry, not as regulatory, policing program.” 

The institute weekly letter says that this point of view was made clear to 
Agriculture Department officials during a conference in Washington by a spe 
cial subcommittee of the institute’s processing committee. 


2. Attack on PMA by Budget Bureau 


A report issued by the Administrative Management Division of the Bureau of 
the Budget in April 1951 strongly attacked the poultry program of the Produc- 
tion and Marketing Administration, the forerunner of the Agricultural Market- 
ing Service. It says: 

“Services rendered to the poultry industry do not have a good reputation 
among groups representing public health and ultimate consumers. Poultry 
inspection work that is done is accepted generally but a very large portion 
aof the poultry sold is not inspected and it is believed that the poultry which 
needs inspection most does not get it. This is especially true of poultry sold 
for commercial canning or other processing. The volume of federally inspected 
poultry is increasing, however.” 

The Bureau of the Budget report shows the lack of confidence the Army has 
in the poultry inspection program of AMS. The report says: 

“The Army is especially careful in the inspection of poultry for disease, etc., 
because the various State, local, and private arrangements made by PMA for 
poultry inspection and grading have caused officials of the Veterinary Corps to 
question the adequacy of controls maintained over sanitation and disease in 
poultry houses.” 

The report contrasts this view with the Army’s attitude toward red meat, in- 
spected by the Bureau of Animal Industries (the name of the meat-inspection 
unit at the time of the report) : 


er ee 


eT Ee elt ed 


COLA PRI BAERS 








‘ 


§ 
f 


sett Cee ine es Fis tive An Na nl a al Si een a cad 


2a 


ea 





MANDATORY POULTRY INSPECTION 113 


“The Army purchases meat only from plants which are subjected to Federal 
inspection by BAI. The Army does not duplicate the antemortem inspection of 
BAI nor does it attempt to inspect viscera or carcasses on the killing floor. The 
veterinary officers and enlisted men concentrate on general surveillance of sanita 
tion, observation of cooking, mixing, smoking, pickling, and packaging operations 
to assure conformance with specifications and they observe how ingredients are 
added to processed meat products to assure proper proportions in accordance 
with specifications * * *.” 

The Bureau of the Budget lashed PMA for its practice of allowing graders 
(not inspectors) to be employees of poultry processors. Significantly, graders 
are often also sanitarians—the men who are to make certain that the plant 
maintains sanitary conditions. Here is what the Budget Bureau concludes on 
this subject : 

“The practice of permitting an employee of a poultry concern to grade poultry 
belonging to this employer and to use a USDA stamp also has been questioned 
The bond purchased by the employer is not regarded as a guaranty of complete 
objectivity on the part of a grader whose economic welfare and principal loyalty 
belongs to the owner of the poultry he is grading.” 

Finally, the Bureau states that PMA organizations have been sensitive to 
pressures from the poultry industry. 

“Practices in the poultry industry have been justified on grounds that (1) 
inspection is less important for poultry because many diseases of poultry are 
not communicable to humans, and (2) the industry is so highly competitive and 
so decentralized among many small concerns that elaborate and costly in 
spection methods and equipment are not feasible. 

“Some diseases of poultry are not communicated to humans but it is known 
that other diseases can be transmitted. Food poisoning also may be caused 
by poultry. Investigation of 3,832 cases of food poisoning produced evidence that 
2,402 or 28 percent were caused by poultry or poultry dishes. Furthermore, 
consumers generally do not wish to consume diseased poultry even if it is 
known that the disease is not communicable to humans. It does not seem that 
where public health is involved, the competitive position of the poultry in 
dustry should become a principal factor governing the nature of inspections for 
wholesomeness. It is evident that the PMA organizations involved have been 
sensitive to pressures from the poultry industry. This is understandable con- 
sidering that the existence and growth of the Federal organizations depends on 
the willingness of the industry to pay for the services offered : but if the Federal 
stamp is to have significance, it seems clear that the Federal organizations in 
volved must be less subservient to industry pressure. The fact that efforts of 
public health and related groups have not been strongly organized has alse 
contributed to this unsatisfactory situation.” 

As far as our investigations have shown, only one attack leveled at the Pro 
duction and Marketing Administration by the Bureau of the Budget 5 years 
ago has been corrected. That is misleading the consumer by permitting poultry 
processors to place a Grade A stamp on poultry which has been only graded and 
not inspected for absence of disease. All other conditions, those mentioned 
above, still exist. 


3. Example of PMA (or AMS) lack of consumer interest 


The grading incident, although now adjusted after 4 years of battle. is an 
excellent example of the runaround public health and consumer groups have 
gotten from the Production and Marketing Administration and the top echelon 
of the Department of Agriculture. 

In 1948, after intensive pressure by some sections of the poultry processing in- 
dustry, the Production and Marketing Administration announced that it would 
permit the grading of poultry without inspection. Of greater importance to 
consumers, the Administration decided to permit the placing of the shield stating 
U. S. Grade A on poultry even though there had been no inspection whatsoever 
to make certain the bird was free of disease. The poultry had been only graded 
that is, judged for appearance, age, and method of dressing. 

An immediate howl went up from public health groups. Such leading organi- 
zations as the Association of State and Territorial Health Officers, United States 
Livestock Sanitary Association, Association of Food and Drug Officials and Con- 
ference of Public Health Veterinarians, took up the fight. They, and many others, 
passed resolutions, urged Agriculture Department officials in conferences and 
communications to rescind the order, contacted legislators and testified before 
congressional committees. R 
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They charged that the public was being misled and deceived. They quoted 
displays and newspaper ads in which markets were capitalizing on the grading 
legend and were giving the impression that the poultry had been inspected. They 
asked whether time and money in teaching the public that the United States 
shield on meat and poultry meat inspected for wholesomeness had been spent 
only to change the meaning of the shield. 

But their protests were in vain. The Production and Marketing Administra- 
tion refused to rescind its order. 

The whole situation reached its climax at a metting on June 25, 1951, when 
19 leaders of State health departments and leading public health organizations 
put their public grievance before Knox T. Hutchinson, then Assistant Secretary 
of Agriculture. The views and demands of this top-level public health group 
were put succinctly by Mrs. Sarah V. Dugan, who represented the Association of 
Food and Drug Officials and the Department of Health of Kentucky. 

“1. We, health officials, no longer have confidence in the ability or integrity 
of the Production and Marketing Administration to handle the poultry inspec- 
tion and sanitation problems. We, therefore, request you to take appropriate ac- 
tion to see that no further breakdown of confidence of health officials occurs in this 
respect by removing the inspection and sanitation problems from Production 
and Marketing Administration control. 

“2. We know, that the consuming public is being misled and deceived into 
assuming that the grading legend on New York Dressed, uneviscerated poultry 
connotates inspection for wholesomeness. In order to avoid this we request the 
prohibition on your part of the individual grade labeling of uninspected birds.” 

In 1952, 4 vears after the original order, the Department of Agriculture finally 
rescinded its directive. It ordered that if the poultry has not been inspected for 
wholesomeness, the grade may be placed only upon the case. 

This incident is, we believe, a case study in the tendency of the Production and 
Marketing Administration and the Department of Agriculture to bow to pressure 
from some parts of the industry in detriment to the consumers’ interest. It is 
a case study in the lowering of standards by MA or AMS in consumer protection. 


}. Basic operational faults of the AMS program 


Basic flaws exist in the operational practices of the AMS poultry program, 
which unlike the labeling of noninspected birds, have not been corrected. I 
should like to discuss three faults which we consider of major importance. 
These are (1) the lack of correlation between the sanitation program and 
inspection service, (2) the failure of AMS to provide only a small amount of 
ante-mortem inspection, and (3) the practice of permitting plants to operate 
with inspection during some periods and without inspection during others. 

The sanitation program of AMS which is to guarantee plant cleanliness is 
completely separate from the inspection for wholesomeness. Not only can the 
poultry processor hire the sanitation program without the inspection service, 
but the work of each is carried out by different individuals. 

The sanitarian cannot prevent even obviously unfit poultry from being sent to 
market. The instructions of the AMS are very specific on that point (Instruc- 
tion No. 910, Poultry Grading, July 1, 1952) : 

“The service that is rendered under sanitation process marketing is limited to 
sanitation and, as such, we do not have the authority to prohibit a company 
from packing birds that may be emaciated or show external evidence of disease.” 

Many plants which subscribe to the sanitation program of the AMS do not 
hire the inspection for wholesomeness service. Yet they do appear on the 
Department of Agriculture lists as approved plants. Although the consumer 
no longer sees the label, the plants in which only sanitation is checked are able 
to place an approval sticker on their mass shipments. 

Even in the plants which do hire both the sanitation program and the inspec- 
tion service, the two are treated separately. The veterinary inspector who checks 
the birds for wholesomeness generally has nothing to do with sanitation. 

This separation is senseless. Sanitation aspects of the plant, facilities, and 
equipment and sanitary processing practices are as an important factor in the 
healthfulness of the fowl as the absence of disease. A healthy fowl may easily 
become contaminated because of the filth in which it is processed. The two 
should be tied together and under no circumstances be exclusive of each other. 

As stated in a previous section of this statement, ante-mortem inspection 
is absolutely necessary to safeguard the consumer and poultry worker against 
the dangers of diseased poultry. Many sick birds which are easily spotted 
before slaughter are difficult to detect after they have beeen killed. Also, if 
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only post-mortem inspection is used, diseased poultry may infect healthy fow|ls 
and humans before it is thrown out. 

Nevertheless, AMS does not make ante-mortem inspection a mandatory part 
of its inspection program. Only if a processing plant demands this type of 
inspection and is willing to pay an added fee for it, is the ante-mortem inspection 
provided. 

Another glaring basic operational fault of the AMS program is its practice of 
allowing plants to use partial inspection. Currently, a plant may use the 
services of an inspector a few hours a day and operate with no inspection whatso- 
ever during the rest. As a result, apparently unfit poultry can be stored until 
the noninspection hours and processed for sale then. This practice tends to make 
a mockery of inspection for wholesomeness. 

There are other operational flaws in the AMS poultry program. For example, 
there is the extreme speed with which inspectors must currently Judge the birds 
and the comparative lack of care taken against cross-contamation of birds. But 
the above three faults are examples of the primary difficulties. They demon 
strate the reason for concern on the part of health officers over whether the 
AMS program can protect the public against unfit poultry. 


0. Seizure of PMA-approved products by State health units 


The faults of the AMS poultry inspection and sanitation activities have, of 
course, taken their toll in the effectiveness of the program. ‘Time and time 
again public health officers of States, cities and the Food and Drug Administra- 
tion have been forced to seize unfit poultry which has come from PMA- or AMS3- 
approved plants. 

Here are excerpts from a widely circulated letter of Dr. R. L. Cleere, M. D., 
M. P. H., executive director of the Colorado State Department of Public Health, to 
Secretary of Agriculture Ezra Taft Benson dated March 10, 1953: 

“The grading and inspection service of the Production and Marketing Admin- 
istration operates in Colorado in disregard for the responsibilities vested in 
State and local programs where joint jurisdictions exist, and functions as an 
autonomous Federal agency within the State. Experiences herewith related 
have motivated this communication and merely emphasize the problems which 
arise in our relationship with the Production and Marketing Administration: 

“1. In 1950 the Federal Food and Drug Administration seized one carload 
of turkeys originating from a processing plant in Colorado. It was determined 
that a few of these turkeys were affected with fowl cholera, and upon investiga- 
tion it was learned that the processing was accomplished in an establishment 
operating under Production and Marketing Administration grading service. 
This matter never was brought to our attention by the grading service of the 
Production and Marketing Administration. 

“2. In March 1951, a representative of the inspection service of the Production 
and Marketing Administration made an inspection of a poultry establishment 
located in the city of Denver. This establishment had been closed by the local 
authorities for noncompliance with municipal statutes and State regulations. 
Without knowledge of local authorities, this plant was approved for Federal 
poultry inspection. * * * 

“4. In January 1953, this department in cooperation with the local health 
departments in the State impounded approximately three carloads of frozen 
turkeys distributed by the Production and Marketing Administration to the State 
welfare department consigned for use in school-lunch programs and charitable 
institutions. The turkeys were declared as unfit for human consumption because 
of a high percentage of spoilage. This was brought to the attention of Produc- 
tion and Marketing Administration officials in Washington, D. C., with no direct 
action. It was not until a second shipment was received in February 1953, and 
which again was declared as unfit for food, because of a high percentage of 
spoilage, that the Production and Marketing Administration dispatched personne! 
to investigate the circumstances. The matter of disposition of these turkeys 
is still in litigation, and this department, charged with the protection of the 
health of the food consumers of this State, objects to the proposals of the Pro- 
duction and Marketing Administration that such poultry be consigned to a plant 
for further processing and canning. 

“We are not unaware of your Department’s responsibilities to the economic 
interests of agriculture, but by the same token we believe that your agency has 
a basic obligation for the protection of the consumers as it is charged with 
the inspection and grading of many perishable food commodities. 
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“The interests of the poultry industry of Colorado have been severely injured 
by the publicity resulting from the spoiled frozen turkeys which were dis- 
tributed in the State by the Production and Marketing Administration. In fair- 
ness to a group which is cooperating with State and local authorities, it is be- 
lieved that measures should be instituted by your Department, in order that a 
recurrence of this situation, with further damage to the poultry industry, be 
avoided.” 

A similar complaint is contained in a letter by Dr. Aaron H. Haskin, healtin 
officer of Newark, N. J., in a letter to Earl W. Jimerson, president of the 
Amalgamated Meat Cutters and Butcher Workmen of North America (AFL- 
CIO), dated December 7, 1954. He wrote: 

“About 1 month ago I excluded from sale in the city of Newark, N. J., the 
products of a poultry processing plant which bore the USDA inspection legend. 
Meat inspectors from this office upon visiting the premises found numerous 
pertinent violations which had existed for a long time. * * *” 

The United States Food and Drug Administration has brought into court firms 
which use either the sanitation or inspection service of the Production and 
Marketing Administration or Agricultural Marketing Service. Here is such 
a case, as reported by United States Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare Food and Drug Review of August 1955: 

“New York District: The shipment of diseased poultry brought Kessler Bros., 
Inc., Farmingdale, N. J., a fine of $250, and 2 of the firm’s officers, John 
and Felix Kessler, were each placed on probation for 1 year. 

“Factory evidence showed that cull poultry was being funneled into channels 
of sale for human use and turned up in Brooklyn, N. Y., and Philadelphia, Pa. 
The firm’s vice president, Felix Kessler, in his position as a bonded sanitarian 
ot the United States Department of Agriculture, should have been aware of 
the need for refusal to purchase obviously sick and diseased poultry and for 
careful examination of unfit birds before they got into the processing line. * * *” 
5. Conflicts of interests 

The Kessler case, by the way, demonstrates the conflicts of interests existing 
in the sanitation and grading program of the Agricultural Marketing Service. 
The official sanitarian and grader is generally an employee of the poultry 
processing plant. On this point, the previously mentioned report of the Bureau 
of the Budget states: 

“The Federal grading stamps may also be applied by employees of a poultry 
company whose products are being graded. These employees are usually key 
men or foremen in a plant. They get their entire income from the poultry 
company, and'simply spend a portion of their time grading and applying Fed- 
eral grade stamps to the poultry sold by their employers. Each of these men 
must be bonded for $1,000 and this bond is supposed to assure that the grading 
work is unbiased. The bonds are purchased usually by the employers, however, 
and there have been no instances in which any bonds were forfeited. The 
possibility of forfeiture is seriously questioned even if improper grades are 
upplied. The protection afforded by these bonds is therefore questionable as 
is the propriety of allowing these people to apply a ‘Federal’ grade.” 

What the Bureau report declares about graders is also true of sanitarians. 
In other words, the man responsible for policing the processing plant to make 
certain that standards of cleanliness are maintained is most often either the 
owner of the processing plant (as in the Kessler case) or an employee. 

Here obviously is a major conflict of interest. And the consumer's interest 
necessarily takes second place. The inspection for wholesomeness is carried 
out by employees of the Department of Agriculture—not employees of the 
processing plant. But in an information sheet issued by the poultry division 
of AMS on August 1, 1955, concerning poultry inspection performed on a resi- 
dent inspection basis, the processor is virtually invited to have the inspector 
moved if the latter is not satisfactory to him. All the processor has to do is 
pay the cost of the inspector’s travel expenses and cost of moving his household 
goods. 

Here is the pertinent excerpt: 

“(S) A charge of $250, to cover the average cost of travel per diem and move- 
ment of household goods of an inspector and his dependents whose travel head- 
quarters is changed, when the assignment is made for the purpose of (i) installa- 
tion of service and (ii) when an additional inspector is assigned to the plant 
to handle increased workload; provided that when a transfer of an inspector 
from the plant is made at the request of the applicant, such applicant shall be 
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billed the actual cost of travel per diem and movement of household goods in 
volved in the transfer of both the inspector transferred from the plant and the 
inspector transferred to the plant, provided further, that no charge shall be made 
when the assignment of an inspector is made at the sole dixcretion of AMS to 
replace an inspector who has resigned, retired, died, or become unable to per 
form the inspection work or if his services are no longer required in the plant 
due to a decrease in the volume of work or the cancellation of the inspector's 
service by the applicant or for other administrative reasons.” [Italie added.) 

The information sheet not only states here that the insupector can be moved 
“at the request of the applicant” but contrasts this with transfers “at the sole 
discretion of AMS.” Needless to say, this power to move the inspector is quite 
a weapon in the hands of the processor. The inspector will not be quick to dis 
please the processor. A man does not want to tear up roots in one community 
and move to another. 

The shifting of men in poultry inspection of Production and Marketing or 
Agricultural Marketing because of their desire for adequate enforcement has 
actually reached the top level, according to newspaper reports. On July 26, 
1954, columnist Drew Pearson reported : 

“On June 1, Pier (Dr. B. C. Pier, former chief of poultry inspection in PMA) 
wrote a confidential memo to his chief, W. D. Termohlen, director of the poultry 
division : “We feel that during the past year the efficiency of the poultry-inspec 
tion service has deteriorated markedly,” he said. ‘“This is evidenced by reports 
from canners and others who purchase inspected eviscerated poultry that has 
not been properly prepared as ready-to-cook poultry. There is a widespread 
feeling in the inspection service that efforts to carry out a sound program will 
not receive backing if the industry objects. Many supervisors and inspectors 
have become extremely discouraged in their efforts. * * *” 

“For his memo, Pier was summarily removed as inspection chief and replaced 
by Dr. Roy E. Willie, whose first act was to inform employees that he ‘wanted 
to be fair to the industry.’ 

“Pier was given a fancy but meaningless assignment in charge of State inspec- 
tion programs. Since few States have inspection programs, this puts Pier i 
spot where he cannot bother the industry.” 


6. Demands to remove inspection from PMA or AMS 


These scandalous conditions have led a large number of public health groups 
to petition the Secretary of Agriculture, both in this and the former Administra 
tion, to take poultry inspection program out of the hands of the Production 
and Marketing Administration. To obviate the need of a reorganization act by 
Congress, they suggested that the program be placed in Agriculture’s meat- 
inspection unit. The American Veterinary Medical Association has been espe- 
cially vigorous in proposing this step. This effort by the AVMA and other 
groups is significant testimony to the failures of ?MA’s or AMS’s conduct of 
the poultry-inspection program. 

An interesting and perhaps enlightening report of a discussion about the 
possible transfer of the voluntary poultry inspection program is carried in the 
November 4, 1953, issue of the Institute Weekly Letter, the publication of the 
Institute of American Poultry Industries. The discussion took place between 
Assistant Secretary of Agriculture John Davis and officials of the institute, the 
trade association of some poultry processors. The Institute Weekly Letter 
declares : 

“Secretary Davis said, ‘We’re more interested in getting industry cooperation 
to improve the poultry inspection service than we are in where this function is 
earried out. We will leave it with the poultry division of AMS or transfer it 
to meat inspection—as you recommended,’” [Italic added. | 


7. Summary of AMS’s faults 


In short, Mr. Chairman, we find that Production and Marketing Administra- 
tion or Agricultural Marketing Service has failed to protect the public concern- 
ing even the fraction of the poultry which it does inspect and/or the fraction of 
the poultry-processing plants where it is supposed to guarantee cleanliness 
because : 

1. It is a marketing agency whose concern is not with the consumer. 

2. It has proved itself extremely susceptible to industry pressure. 

3. Its inspection is sometimes thoroughly unsatisfactory to protect the con- 
sumer, as shown by seizures made by the Food and Drug Administration, and 
State and city health departments of products from its approved plants. 
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4. A definite conflict of interests exists in its grading and sanitation program. 
This conflict lowers the protection afforded the consumer. 

5. Its inspection service and sanitation program are separate and sometimes 
in conflict with each other. 

6. Attempts to improve the inspection system at all levels of the poultry 
inspection service have been and are penalized. 

We do not believe that the Agricultural Marketing Service can meet now or in 
the future the four excellent “prerequisites for an adequate inspection system” 
laid down by Brig. Gen. Wayne O. Kester, the president-elect of the American 
Veterinary Medical Association. He urged: 

“An inspection agency, to be acceptable must comply with four cardinal pre- 
requisites for an adequate inspection system. 

“First, the inspectors must be competent and qualified. 

“Second, they must have tenure of office, so that no one may put pressure on 
them in connection with their duties. 

“Third, the inspectors’ agency or supervisors must be responsible and account- 
able to the consumer. 

“Fourth, the inspector must have no financial interest or connection with 
anyone in the organization being inspected.” 


D. Poultry inspection in meat inspection division 


We understand that there are also some efforts to place the poultry inspection 
program in the Meat Inspection Division of the Agricultural Research Service 
and thereby merge it with meat inspection. Although we readily admit that this 
branch of the Department of Agriculture has done a good job in protecting the 
public—in contrast with the Agricultural Marketing Service—we do not believe 
it is the proper home for poultry inspection. 

We believe that poultry inspection would fare better in the Food and Drug 
Administration than in the Meat Inspection Division of the Department of Agri- 
culture for the following reasons: 

1. Until this bill, S. 3176, was introduced in the Senate, the top level of the 
Department of Agriculture never took an interest in a mandatory inspection 
program or in securing more effective poultry inspection by placing the voluntary 
program in meat inspection. It has steadfastly maintained that the Agricultural 
Marketing Service is doing a sufficient job. 

Top officials of the Department were often petitioned by publie health grouns 
to shift the voluntary program to the meat inspection service. For example, the 
American Veterinary Medical Association made this request in letters to Secre- 
tary Charles F. Brannan on October 1, 1952, and Secretary Ezra Taft Benson 
on October 27, 1953. The Department could have made the shift without con- 
cressional action. But the letters were to no avail. 

2. Letters from the Department of Agriculture answering queries by Senators 
and Congressmen have had these uniform sentences : 

“However, processed poultry moving in interstate commerce must meet the 
requirements of the Federal Food, Drug and Cosmetic Act which is administered 
by the Food and Drug Administration of the Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare. This agency has the responsibility and authority to prevent 
adulterated, unwholesome and misbranded products from reaching the consum- 
ing public.’ [Italic added. ] 

Letters containing this sentence were signed by John H. Davis, Assistant 
Secretary: Henry G. F. Haman, Chief, Grading Branch, Poultry Division; and 
Frank EF. Blood, Acting Deputy Administrator, Agricultural Marketing Service. 

Actually, the Food and Drug Administration now can only stop shipments of 
adulterated foods. It does not have the authority or funds to place inspectors 
in the processing plants to prevent the shipping into interstate commerce of 
poultry unfit for human consumption. 

The significant part of the above quote is that the Agriculture Department says 
that the Food and Drug Administration, not the Department of Agriculture, has 
the responsibility of dealing with adulterated, unwholesome. and misbranded 
foods. 

8. Actually, meat inspection is still in Agriculture because of a political acci- 
dent. The Food and Drug Administration was taken from that Department 
and put in the then-existing Federal Security Agency by a reorganization act in 
1940. Congress and the President felt a conflict of interest existed in Agricul- 
ture. They felt the Secretary could not be expected to concern himself with 
both the interests of growers and processors—production and marketing—and 
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worry about the consumer at the same time. The Federal Security Agence) 
and the now Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, on the other hand, 
is concerned directly with consumer problems and no conflicting ones 

4. Meat inspection was left in Agriculture as a sop for the Department. Llow 
ever, some health groups feel that any underlying conflict still exists in keeping 
meat inspection in the Department of Agriculture. They have suggested from 
time to time that it be moved to the Food and Drug Administration 

5. Even if poultry inspection were placed in the meat inspection branch of the 
Bureau of Animal Industries, the Food and Drug Adwinistration would still 
have to play a part in assuring the consumer a clean and healthy product. FDA 
is the only agency which can enforce rules of sanitation and healthfulness after 
a product leaves the processing plant. Meat inspection’s job is completed when 
the meat is through processing. Only FDA can seize products contaminated 
in warehouses, wholesale houses, markets, etc. 

An example of the difficuities a split of authority brings in the protection of 
consumers against injurious foods is contained in a recent issue of the American 
Journal of Public Health. In an editorial concerning “Some Important Lessons 
From the Lancaster, Pa., Paratyphoid Fever Epidemic” (March 1956, vol. 46, 
pp. 346-346) the Journal declares: 

“A fourth lesson highlights the difficulty of continuous milk sanitation and 
investigation of a milk-borne epidemic in the face of divided authority. In 
Pennsylvania, milk sanitation is a responsibility of the Department of Axricul- 
ture. Although the local (part-time) health officer and his staff in the city 
department of health have been securing satisfactory weekly samples from the 
plant, this was obviously inadequate protection. Furthermore, when the State 
Departments of Agriculture and Health undertook to locate the source of the 
break in normal protective procedures, the dual authority made that investiga- 
tion somewhat cumbersome. Also, there was an impossible public relations 
situation in that the public demanded and expected health department action 
after people got sick, yet the authority with regard to the point at which the 
break occurred (the pasteurizing and processing plant) belonged to another 
department.” 


E. Poultry inspection in FDA 


In our opinion, the Food and Drug Administration is best equipped to handle 
poultry inspection and is the proper home for it. It would face none of the 
difficulties considered in previous sections as plaguing a poultry inspection 
program in either the Agricultural Marketing Service or the Meat Luspection 
Division. 

The Food and Drug Administration has an excellent record. We have not 
found any major criticism of the administration of any of its programs. Its 
main function is protecting the consumer; it faces no conflicts of interests 
whatsoever in the performance of this duty. Nor does FDA’s parent Depart- 
ment have any functions which conflict with consumer protection. Unlike the 
tasks of the Department of Agricuiture, all of the Department of Health, Edu 
cation, and Welfare’s present duties either complement or do not affect poultry 
inspection. Poultry inspection, if placed in the Food and Drug Administration, 
would also benefit from the fact that the germane scientific findings and regu 
latory activities were being developed in the same Department. As well as 
being the home of FDA, the Department of Heaith, Education, and Welfare is 
the parent Department of the United States Public Health Service. This agency 
is continuously engaged in studies of and battles against disease, including 
those due to poultry. Thus, if poultry inspection were in the Food and Drug 
Administration of HEW, both the research and the regulatory work would 
be the responsibility of the same Secretary. The coordination of the two could 
be easily managed. Scientific findings could be quickly translated into regula 
tions, and, conversely, regulations could be easily relaxed when science finds 
no reason for them. If, on the other hand, the regulatory activities were in 
the Department of Agriculture, coordination of research and regulation would 
require interdepartmental negotiations. A resultant loss of effectiveness would 
result in the inspection. 

The previously mentioned presidential message accompanying the reorgani- 
zation plan which shifted the Food and Drug Administration from the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture supports this point. Among his reasons for the proposed 
shift, President Roosevelt specifically mentioned ““There is also need for co- 
ordination of certain of its (Food and Drug Administration’s) functions with 
those of the Public Health Service.” 
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Another reason for our believing the Food and Drug Administration would 
be the best home for a poultry-inspection service is that the top officials of 
FDA's parent Department, Health, Education, and Welfare, have consistently 
shown sympathetic interest in an effective poultry-inspection program. They 
have demonstrated this by their fostering of the Public Health Service’s work 
on model poultry ordinances for States, counties, and municipalities and by 
encouraging FDA in its poultry activities. 

Further, as the Department of Agriculture officials state, it is the proper job 
of the Food and Drue Administration to deal with adulterated and unwholesome 
foods. There is no reason why FDA should not meet this responsibility when 
it concerns poultry. 

Finally, the Food and Drug Administration can, and is the only agency which 
can, guarrantee protection of the consumer from the minute the poultry enters 
the processing plant until it reaches the wholesaler and leaves Federal juris- 
diction. Even after that, PFDA’s cooperative efforts and excellent relations with 
State and local health departments tend to protect the consumer. 

In short, we find the Food and Drug Administration qualified in every way 
to handle poultry inspection. We believe it is the agency of the Federal Gov- 
ernment which can do the best job in this field. 

PF. Payment for the inspection program through appropriations 

Finally, there is the problem of who will pay for the inspection of poultry. 
As I have previously said, the cost of the current voluntary program is completely 
by the processor. In practice, the inspection program's integrity is seriously 
compromised by this financial arrangement. 

We strongly oppose the fee system for a mandatory inspection program. 
Although we do not believe that a fee system would compromise a program car- 
ried out by the Food and Drug Administration, we still do not believe such a 
system of payment would be in the interest of the public. 

A mandatory fee system would drive the small processor out of selling in 
interstate commerce. Most small operators cannot meet the fees demanded by 
an inspection service. It would be difficult for them to pass the cost on to the 
consumer, We, therefore, believe that the institution of a fee system would be 
an unfair discrimination against the small-business man in the poultry processing 
industry. 

Because S. 3176 does not provide for a fee system and is an amendment to 
the Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act, it implies the use of annual appropriation from 
the budget. We heatily support this means of paying for the inspection. 


8. The bill and its consequences 


S. 3176 is an amendment to the Food, Drug and Cosmetic Act. It follows the 
practice of that act in establishing the intent of Congress and providing the 
broad outline of the work Congress wants undertaken. It does not state the 
detail of that work—the inspection. The detailed regulations are to be developed 
by the Secretary of Health, Education and Welfare under authority granted in 
the bill. 

Briefly, the bill provides for the ante-mortem and post-mortem inspection of 
poultry moving in interstate commerce. The inspectors would mark all fowls 
found fit for human consumption as wholesome and allow them into interstate 
commerce. They would divert from human consumption or destroy all diseased, 
contaminated or adulterated poultry. 

Sanitary facilities and practices would be spelled out in regulations estab- 
lished by the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare. The inspectors 
would enforce these rules. They would refuse to mark the poultry of processing 
plants which did not abide by the regulations. Thus, the poultry of these plants 
would be barred from interstate commerce. 

A Poultry Inspection Service would be established in the Food and Drug 
Administration to undertake the inspection and the enforcement of the rules 
and sanitation. This service would be responsible for the poultry program. 

The bill provides for stiff penalties and injunction proceeding to cope with 
Violations of its provisions. Specifically, it forbids the delivery, recepit, or 
sale in commerce of uninspected poultry; refusal to allow inspectors access to a 
poultry-processing plant and the forgery and counterfeit of inspection marks. 

The inspection would be paid for by the Federal Government through appro- 
priations for the Food and Drug Administration. Since the bill does not have a 
section on funds for the Poultry Inspection Service and since it is an amendment 
to the Food, Drug and Cosmetic Act, payment of the cost of inspection by appro- 
priation is implied. 
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In 1942, Swift & Co., published a book, The Story of Meat, written 
F. Hinman and Robert B. Harris. The book has an extremely noteworthy 
about meat inspection, which is germane to the current consideration of por 
inspection. The authors in this volume, published by the meatpacking company, 
declared : 

“Federal inspection has proved a national blessing. That this entire service is 
being more and more appreciated by the farmer, meatpacker, retailer, and co! 
sumer is evidenced by the fact that more and more service is being demandes 
locally. The system is now recognized as one of the most eflicient known, The 
meatpacker whose plant has Federal inspection stands to gain because the con 
suming public is given complete confidence in his product The fariuer has been 
taught much about the prevention and eradication of livestock diseases throug! 
the Federal inspection service. The retailer finds that the contidence of his 
tomers tends to increase meat consumption and makes for a stendy trace 
consumer is freed from the danger of infection and disease from this cause 

We are certain that the same rave notice will be given to poultry inspectior 
in a few vears if the effective system of S. 3176 is enacted by Congress no\ 
1 should like to spend a few minutes, Mr. Chairman, discussing the consequences 
of the inspection to the various groups affected by it 


B. Poultry inspection { hoon for all 


The consumer would, of course, reap the greatest benefits. He would be as 
sured of clean and healthful poultry. He would then face only a minimum o 
dangers from food poisoning and other illnesses due to poultry. He would be 
guaranteed a naximum of protection, as he is now with all commercially shipped 
meat in interstate traffic. The inspection mark will be proof positive to hin 
that he is getting his money’s worth. He could buy poultry with confidence 

The poultry worker, too, would get the protection he desperately needs. He 
would no longer be at the mercy of diseases, infections and rashes. The required 
sanitary facilities would make his work easier and safer. The ante mortem and 
post mortem inspection would cut to a minimum his contact with and danger 
from diseased poultry. 

This bill would, of course, bring some limited expense to the poultry processor 
Some would have to modernize and clean up their plant facilities and stand 
ards. Others would have to sell better grades of poultry. However, for them 
und the industry as a whole, inspection would be the same boon that meat 
inspection has been for the meatpacking industry. 

This modernization would actually decrease costs for many plants, as is shown 
by Vic Pringle, manager of the Rockingham Marketing Cooperative, Broadway, 
Va. Speaking to the 1955 Outlook Workshop of the American Institute for 
Poultry Industries, of which he is a director, he said: 

“* * * One firm I know saved $12,000 last year in compensation insurance by 
controlling infections and skin rashes, thanks mainly to a better sanitation pro 
gram throughout all parts of its plants. It is also a known fact that cleanup 
labor and supplies can be materially reduced when plants are constantly main 
tained in a sanitary manner versus the occasional thorough cleanup, with a 
hit-and-miss job most of the time. The preventive maintenance principle applies 
in any field.” 

Adequate inspection will increase consumer confidence in the industry and 
will, therefore, increase sales, as is pointed out by Dr. Joe W. Atkinson, D. V., 
consultant on poultry inspection and sanitation in the United States Publie 
Health Service. In a paper delivered at the Ohio Valley Conference of Food, 
Drug, and Health Officials, Cincinnati, October 26, 1955, he said: 

“* * * Adequate regulatory programs increase consumer confidence and, there- 
fore, contribute to increased consumption of affected products. The uninformed 
or careless processor is prevented by such a program from continuing slipshod, 
insanitary methods of operations, thereby (1) removing a source of criticism 
against the industry, (2) reducing the chances for foodborne outbreaks attribu 
table to poultry, and (3) eliminating the kind of unfair competition which exists 
when the reputable businessman has to compete with those who cut corners at 
the expense of the consuming public and the industry alike.” 

He summed up the benefits of inspection to the poultry-processing industry 
as follows: 

“What will the poultry processors get out of compliance with poultry regula- 
tions? The feeling of security that comes with the knowledge that he is not only 
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complying with regulations, but that his products compare favorably with those 
of his competitors. Increased pride in his establishment and his product. Inm- 
proved morale among employees; they will take more pride in their work, do a 
better job, have a greater feeling of personal importance and achievement. And 
the processor will profit financially from improved public relations, increased 
consumer confidence, and a wider market for his products.” 

The improvements needed to comply with adequate regulations will not be an 
undue expense. He states: 

“Most establishments will be able to make any necessary improvements with- 
out undue expense. The cost will correspond in general to the volume of poultry 
processed and the nature of existing inadequacies. Fortunately, members of the 
food-processing industries almost invariably find that the expense of compliance 
with health regulations is in a very short time more than repaid by improved 
efficiency of operations, with accompanying reduction of operating costs, and by 
increased business.” 

The poultry farmer or producer will also benefit from the confidence of the 
consumer. Many producers are already conscious of this point. For example, 
in commenting on the model sanitation codes, prepared by the United States 
Public Health Service to provide the same type of inspection for intrastate and 
intracommunity commerce as 8S. 3176 provides for interstate commerce. The 
March 1955 issue of the Southeastern Poultryman, the official publication of 
the Southeastern Poultry and Egg Association, declares editorially: 

“Adoption of the model code by local health authorities, while protecting 
the consumer, will preserve the good name of our industry and inspire greater 
confidence in the wholesomeness of poultry among homemakers. As a logical 
result, Mrs. Homemaker will thus be encouraged to make more frequent pur- 
chases, a state of affairs much to be desired.” 

The producer will also benefit by the quick discovery of diseased poultry which 
will come with antemortem inspection. No longer will disease in flocks go 
unnoticed until it has spread over a large number of poultry. The antemortem 
inspection will pinpoint disease before it has a chance to spread. 

The mass inspection and the resultant research, which will undoubtedly be 
earried out by the Food and Drug Administration, will also help to curtail, 
and perhaps wipe out disease in the flocks. At long last, we will be able to 
learn a great deal about the occurrence and propagation of such costly diseases 
as psittacosis. This will be of immense aid to the poultry farmer. 

In short, Mr. Chairman, the inspection system of S. 3176 will be a boon to 
the consumer, poultry worker, poultry processor, and poultry farmer—to every- 
one connected and concerned with poultry. 


Shek een 


eee 


; 
b 
. 
: 
; 
4 
} 
: 


9. Summary 


In this testimony, we have tried to show (1) the conditions in some poultry 
plants which make mandatory inspection necessary; (2) the health hazards 
posed by diseased, contaminated, and adulterated poultry; (8) the current state 
of inspection; (4) the demand for mandatory inspection; (5) the type of man- 
datory inspection required ; and (6) the beneficial consequences of the mandatory 
inspection provided in 8S. 3176. We have not only presented our own views, 
but we have at every turn attempted to document and show the reasoning 
of our opinion. 

In this reasoning on the poultry and health questions, we can come to only 
one conclusion: We believe that the Congress should enact S. 3176 as quickly 
as possible. We believe that it meets adequately all phases of poultry inspec- 
tion problems. Weare happy to endorse it in its entirety. 








STATEMENT SUBMITTED BY THE UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE WITH 
REFERENCE TO CERTAIN TESTIMONY OF WITNESSES CONCERNING THE USDA 
PovuLtTry INSPECTION SERVICE GIVEN BEFORE THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON LEGISLATION 
AFFECTING THE Foop AND DruG ADMINISTRATION OF THE SENATE COMMITTEE ON 

LABOR AND Public WELFARE AT A HEARING HE Lp on S. 3176, May 9 anp 10, 1956 


INTRODUCTION 








The Department of Agriculture, under the Agricultural Marketing Act of 
1946, provides extensive inspection and grading services for poultry and poultry 
products on a permissive or voluntary basis. These service programs had their 
inception in the late twenties under authority contained in the annual appropria- 
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tion acts for the Department of Agriculture. In that early period most of the 
poultry marketed in the United States was processed and merchandised in dressed 
form; i. e., with only the blood and feathers removed. These programs at that 
time included grading this dressed poultry and also inspecting poultry during the 
evisceration operation in canneries. 

The trend away from “New York dressed” poultry has taken place very rapidly 
since the end of World War II, and more particularly since 1050. 
of the poultry merchandised is in the ready-to-cook form. 

Accordingly, it has not been until recent years that inspection for wholesome 
ness On an extensive scale was feasible. This is because the inspection for 
wholesomeness requires the examination of the viscera of poultry which is pos 
sible under the change in marketing practice now in effect. This change in the 
marketing of poultry has been reflected in the poultry inspection service of this 
Department under which the inspection for wholesomeness now includes approxti- 
mately 114 billion pounds of poultry a year. This represents about 25 percent 
of the poultry sold off farms in the United States. 

The voluntary inspection program of the Department has contributed sub 
stantially to the spectacular increase in poultry consumption. Poultry is no 
longer a specialty food to be consumed only on holidays or special occasions 
It has become a regular item of diet found on the daily food tables of America 
This has been largely due to the development of ready-to-cook poultry, the efforts 
of the progressive elements in the industry to produce a clean and wholesome 
product, and the ever-increasing use of the poultry inspection service of this 
Department, 

The value of the Department’s inspection service is attested to by the fact 
that approximately 50 percent of all poultry moving in 
inspected under this program. There is a constantly increasing demand on the 
part of the retail stores that poultry which they merchandise be processed in ac 
cordance with the program regulations and under official 
that their customers receive a wholesome product. 

The trend to ready-to-cook poultry and away from dressed poultry has heen 
truly sensational since 1950. While we do not, of course, contend that this 
voluntary program has been perfect, we nevertheless feel that our regulation 
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supervision to insure 


sand 
practices, under the limited authority vested in the Department, have kept 
abreast with the rapidly changing conditions in the industry They have con 


tributed greatly to assuring consumers that plaints operating under this pr 
are producing wholesome poultry. 

There are no mandatory or compulsory features in our progran All that 
the Department can provide under the statute is a voluntary or permissive 
service and encourage industry to accept the service in 
If the service lacked value in assuring consumers that they are receiving a 
wholesome product from plants subscribing to the 
that the increase in poultry consumption would not 
large a scale as in recent vears. 


gram 


recognition of its worth 


service, we are contdent 
have taken place on so 


The fact that the service is permissive or voluntary, however, does point 
up some of the difficulties in administering such 
a program that is mandatory. 

When a service program is permissive in nature, processors may move in to 
or away from, the use of such a program at will. Therefore the Department 
has no control and cannot lawfully examine any product which is not submitted 
for inspection under the permissive program. Despite the lack of any manda 
tory authority, the Department believes that its regulations governing poultry 
inspection are as strict as those of any State or local government, or those 
provided in the recommended ordinance developed under the auspices of the 
United States Public Health Service in which this Department played 
important part, and in fact is unexcelled anywhere in the world. 

Operating a permissive program also presents a somewhat different adminis- 
trative problem. Personnel necessarily is shifted about considerably more, and 


a program as contrasted with 


job security obviously is not as great under a permissive program as it would 


be under a compulsory program. Under a permissive program processors are 
free to elect to come in, or get out, of the program at will. The extent of vol- 
untary participation determines the amount of funds available for the unem- 
ployment of personnel and the security of their jobs. 


The following are the types of service performed under the Department’s 
program: 


78733—56- 9 
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(1) Inspection for wholesomeness.—This service provides for detailed inspec- 
tion of individual birds at the time of processing. The consumer may recognize 
when this inspection service has been performed by a distinguishing mark which 
is in the form of a circle, and contains within this circle “U. 8. Inspected for 
Wholesomeness.” This guarantees the consumer that the ready-to-cook poultry 
covered by this mark was processed in a plant which met the rigid sanitary 
facility and operating requirements of the United States Department of Agri- 
culture, and, further, that, at the time of evisceration, every individual bird 
was examined by a qualified inspector, either a veterinarian or a lay inspector 
under the direct supervision of a veterinarian, to determine its fitness for human 
food. 

All those engaged in this work are employees of the Department, or a State 
under a cooperative agreement with Federal supervision. Any bird which is not 
considered suitable for human food is condemned on the spot by the inspector 
and so treated as to preclude its use for human food. 

In 1955 approximately 144 billion pounds of poultry were eviscerated under 
this program in approximately 270 plants scattered throughout the Nation. This 
quantity represents about 25 percent of all poultry sold off farms that year. 
It represents approximately 50 percent of the poultry moving in interstate 
commerce. 

(2) Grading for quality.—This program provides for the determination of 
quality of processed poultry. The consumer can recognize the poultry product 
which has been processed and graded for quality by the Department by a shield- 
shaped mark containing within it words to designate its quality, which would 
be U. S. Grade A, U. S. Grade B, or U. 8S. Grade C. Grading service on bulk pack- 
ages of poultry can only be performed on those birds which were processed in 
an approved plant meeting the same sanitary and operation requirements in 
used in plants processing under the Department's inspcetion for wholesomeness 
program. 

The grade marks on individual consumer packaged product can only be used 
on ready-to-cook poultry which has been inspected and approved for wholesome- 
ness. The purpose of the grading service is to facilitate marketing at all levels 
of distribution through the use of standard grade designations of quality. 

In 1955, approximately 500 million pounds of poultry were graded under this 
program. 

Certification for quality is performed by qualified individuals who are licensed 
by this Department after carefully determining their qualifications. Licensees 
are closely supervised and their work is continually evaluated by civil servant 
supervisory personnel. Incidentally, neither S. 3176 nor any other bill now be- 
fore Congress relates to grading of poultry for quality. 

(3) Plant sanitation program.—This program provides for plauts to operate 
under the supervision of this Department when processing poultry into dressed 
form to assure that the plant complies with rigid sanitary facility and operation 
requirements during processing. This service is necessary to provide evidence 
that poultry is processed in a sanitary manner when it is moved as dressed 
poultry into plants for further processing under official inspection into canned 
or ready-to-cook form. 

Unlike the red meat industry, poultry is not always eviscerated in the same 
establishment where slaughtered. The sanitation program for plants producing 
dressed poultry which may later move to a plant for further processing under 
official inspection was inaugurated in 1951. This was done to assure that all 
poultry processed under Department of Agriculture programs would be_ proc- 
essed in a sanitary manner from the time of slaughter until shipment from the 
plant. 

Since it is not possible to determine with definiteness whether poultry is fit 
for human food until evisceration takes place, no certification is made regarding 
wholesomeness under this plant sanitation program. The label distinctly states 
that the product is dressed poultry processed under United States Department of 
Agriculture sanitary standards. It also makes clear that this dressed poultry 
was neither inspected for wholesomeness, nor graded for quality. Moreover, 
this label can be used only on bulk containers and cannot appear on individual 
consumer packages. 

This plant sanitation service is performed only by qualified persons licensed 
and closely supervised by civil service supervisory personnel. In 1955, about 
1.7 billion pounds of poultry were processed in the plants certified under this 
program. 
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COMMENTS ON GENERAL TOPICS DISCUSSED AT THE HEARING 


(1) Allegation that people became ill from eating poultry prodects._—State- 
ments made to the effect that humans became if! ftom efting poultry need clurt- 
fication? “However, the sudeommittee should not be misied into befleving that 
such occurrences would be eliminated as a result of compulsory poultry inspection. 
Investigations of cases of food poisoning, including many of those cited at the 
hearing, reveal that practically all food poisoning results from mishandling the 
product after it leaves the processing plant and is usually the result of mishan- 
dling in the home or in public eating establishments. Since compulsory poultry 
inspection under the proposed legislation would apply only to the plants process 
ing poultry for interstate commerce, a large quantity in intrastate commerce 
would be uninspected. Moreover, inspection, no matter how rigid, cannot guard 
against the mishandling or contamination which may occur after the product 
has left the plant where it was inspected. Other regulatory authorities have 
jurisdiction in this field, and there is no means that we know of except education 
which will protect the product after it reaches the ultimate consumer. 

(2) Antemortem inspections.—Under a compulsory inspection program, this 
Department would favor authority to require ante mortem inspection procedures. 
The Department’s regulations under which the voluntary program is conducted 
provide authority for the Department to require antemortem procedures at the 
discretion of the Department, and this has been required where conditions seem 
to warrant. However, it should be pointed out that many of the things which 
testimony indicated might be accomplished through antemortem inspections are 
subject to question. For example, the possibility of discovering carriers of 
viruses such as psittacosis through an antemortem inspection procedure has not 
been established. Birds carrying this condition may appear completely healthy 
when alive. Yet, upon postmortem examination lesions and conditions of the 
viscera clearly indicate the presence of a systemic disturbance. The same is 
true of many other diseases of poultry. This Department is sponsoring a re 
search project which is presently in the developmental stage which will be con- 
ducted to determine the type of antemortem inspection procedure and methods 
which can be put into operation to conduct such inspections. 

(3) Seizures of poultry cited.—Compulsory poultry inspection will not prevent 
the occurrence of seizures of poultry and poultry food products in marketing 
channels. Inferences might be drawn from the testimony during the hearing 
that compulsory poultry inspection would completely eliminate this problem, but 
since most food seizures result from improper handling or damage during mar- 
keting this would not be true. If legislation concerning compulsory poultry 
inspection should eliminate the movement of “dressed poultry” in interstate 
commerce, the seizures of poultry would be reduced. Records indicate that the 
preponderance of seizures of poultry is of this type product. 

(4) Extent of coverage questioned—-The inference might be drawn that the 
merchandising of filthy poultry would be completely eliminated throuch the 
operation of a compulsory poultry inspection program under Federal law. Such 
a law, of course, would have no impact on the poultry moving in trastate com 
merece. This area of operation has been one which could have been handled 
by local health authorities during these many years. However, unless the local 
health authorities concern themselves with this problem in the future, con 
sumers will receive only the protection which will result from inspecting the 
processing at interstate plants. 


COMMENTS ON SPECIFIC COMPLAINTS 


(1) AMS permits intermittent inspection.—Section 70.15 of the Department’s 
poultry inspection regulations issued by the Agricultural Marketing Service gov- 
erns the extent of inspection required in official plants. Its wording is as 
follows: 

“All dressed poultry that is eviscerated in an official plant where inspection 
service is maintained shall be processed in a sanitary manner. Dressed poultry 
may be eviscerated in such plant without inspection for condition and whole- 
someness but uninspected and inspected operations may not be carried on 
simultaneously except in plants where processing rooms ‘including packing 
rooms’ are separate or when by other acceptable means effective segregation 
of inspected and uninspected product is maintained. Evisceration without in- 
spection may be conducted only if an inspector or governmentally employed 
grader is on duty at all times when such operations are carried on for the 
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purpose of (a) effecting adequate segregation of inspected and uninspected prod- 
ucts, (b) control of official i ‘tion marks and grade marks, and (¢) super- 
vision of sanitation in the plant,” _ : are ore 

It should be Kept in mind that the present poultry-inspection program fs a 
voluntary program, the only type for which the Department has any statutory 
authority. If all processors were brought under regulations through a com- 
pulsory inspection law so that competitive conditions would be equalized among 
all of them, it would work no hardship to require that all products produced 
in an official establishment be produced under the inspection program. The 
Department believes this is the way it should be under compulsory poultry 
inspection. To show the lack of substance to the criticism on this point, however, 
it should be pointed out that even under compulsory poultry inspection cov- 
ering the interstate movement the same brand name may appear on the inspected 
product as could appear on an uninspected product which could move in inter- 
state commerce. There is nothing in S. 3176 which would prohibit a processor 
packing a product in a plant not under inspection for intrastate sales from 
using the same brand name as he would use in a packing plant under inspection 
required for interstate sales. 

(2) AMS licenses company employees.—The Agricultural Marketing Service 
uses licensed company employees to supervise sanitation in plants producing 
dressed poultry. These licensees operate under the direction of a civil-service 
supervisor. Whenever an application is received for the sanitation service, the 
plant is visited by the Federal area supervisor, who inspects the plant facilities 
and operating procedures. Unless the plant meets the strict sanitary requirements 
of the regulations, the application for service is rejected. If the plant qualifies, 
however, and there is in the employ of the plant an individual who has had poul- 
try-processing experience and is of good character and reputation and meets 
other qualifications, he is designated, i. e., licensed, as the one person in the plant 
who will be held responsible for the conditions and procedures in such plant. The 
extent to which he is carrying out his duties and functions is closely checked by 
a civil-service area supervisor who visits the plant at frequent intervals. The 
situation is similar to that which obtains in connection with the licensing of food 
establishments by local governments or the matufacturer of biologicals by the 
Food and Drug Administration. In such cases a governmental employee is not 
stationed at all times in a particular plant, but the plant's facilities and procedures 
are acceptable, and frequent checks are made to see that the acceptable conditions 
are maintained, The practice of designating company employees as “licensees” 
arose because of the seasonal or intermittent character of the services requested 
which made it extremely difficult to obtain qualified civil-service personnel for this 
purpose. Although this practice has been criticized from time to time, it has 
worked successfully. This subject was discussed with a public-health industry 
advisory committee on August 3, 1951, and this committee indicated that results 
are more important than type of employment. However, this Department, to elim- 
inate any appearances Which may cause comment or criticism, is following a pol- 
icy of transferring responsibilities vested in licensed company employees to civil- 
service employees as rapidly as possible. The magnitude of the program and the 
difficulty in obtaining qualified personnel willing to accept civil-service appoint- 
ments of uncertain tenure has retarded effectuation of this policy. 

It has always been the policy of the Department never to license an individual 
having direct monetary interest in a company or its product. As a matter of fact, 
the Department's regulations prohibit the licensing of any such individual. The 
Kessler case referred to in the testimony is a situation in which a mistake was 
made in issuing the license, and as soon as the matter was discovered by the De- 
partment the license was revoked. 

(3) Consumers are misled by the sanitation mark.—The sanitation identification 
label is used only on bulk containers. It cannot be used on individual poultry 
earcasses offered to consumers and, therefore, could not possibly mislead them. 
The label plainly states that the product has not been inspected for wholesomeness 
or graded for quality. The Food and Drug Administration reviewed this label 
and the conditions under which it is permitted to be used, and that agency voiced 
no objections. 

(4) AMS transfers inspectors upon industry request—The decision to move in- 
spection personnel is at the sole discretion of the Department of Agriculture. The 
Agricultural Marketing Service regulations requiring companies to pay the cost 
of moving inspection personnel at their request are mainly to discourage such 
requests. No company has ever paid such costs. 





ro 


a 
; 








bi 


cI 


MANDATORY POULTRY INSPECTION 127 


(5) AMS lacks laboratory facilities for disease and sanitation research rhe 
Agricultural Marketing Service maintains a pathological laboratory for the poul 
try-inspection service to determine the relationshiu between disease conditions 
found in poultry and their connections with the wholesomeness of the product 
The facilities which are available to, and made use of, by this service include the 
vast research facilities and the technical specialists of this Department and of 
veterinary schools and land-grant colleges. Duplicating laboratory facilities are 
not necessary to conduct extensive research on direct or allied problems associated 
with each program. The practice of having duplicating facilities would conflict 
with previous congressional directives. 

(6) There is duplication of service between AMS and ARS,.—There is no duplhi 
cation of service between the Agricultural Marketing Service's poultry inspection 
and the Agricultural Research Service’s meat inspection. Wherever feasible 
personnel of either agency is cross-utilized to service the programs of both agen 
cies. For example, in many instances ARS inspectors will inspect poultry pies 
and conversely, an AMS inspector will inspect meat pies to avoid stationing more 
than one inspector in a plant. 

(7) AMS does not cooperate with State and local health authoritics._-The 
Poultry Division of the Agricultural Marketing Service has a long history of 
cooperation with State and local health authorities and various agencies. Any 
important proposals for changes in the poultry-inspection regulations are circu 
lated among others to State and local health authorities and their comments 
are solicited, Also, the same mailing list is used to give notice concerning any 
public hearings that may be held at which major amendments to the regulations 
may be considered. In addition, many State and local public-health officials 
have participated in discussions which have involved the public-health 
of the regulations and the manner of administering the program. 

In 1951 a special committee of 14 persons (7 from industry and 7 from various 
public-health agencies) was established for the sole purpose of reviewing the 
poultry-inspection program of this Department. This committee 
different oceasions since 1951 and, although it has not 
considered as an active technical advisory group. 

Personnel of the Department were consulted frequently during the develop 
ment of the United States Public Health Service uniform code for sanitation in 
poultry processing plants. This code was developed by a committee from indus 
try and from public-health groups. It Was published by the Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare. Every possible assistance was given by the 
Department of Agriculture to help develop this code. 

There is a formal memorandum of agreement existing between this Depart 
ment and the Federal Food and Drug Administration which outlines the proce 
dures for interdepartmental cooperation in connection with the respective pro 
grams of these two agencies. A copy of this agreement is attached as exhibit 1 

Upon request, the Poultry Division of the Agricultural Marketing Service has 
also assisted many State or local public-health groups in their consideration of 
programs similar to those administered by this Federal agency. Personnel of 
this Division have attended and participated in many State and national meet 
ings of public-health officials. In addition, they are instructed to keep in touch 
with local officials to the extent necessary wherever the local people exhibit an 
interest in the poultry inspection service programs. 

(8) There is no correlation betircen the sanitation program and the inspection 
program.—There is very close correlation and coordination of the inspection 
program and the sanitation program in poultry-processing plants. The sanitary 
requirements are prerequisites to inspection and, in plants using the inspection 
service but not grading. the veterinary inspector in charge has the responsibility 
for sanitation as well as inspection for wholesomeness. In plants that also use 
the grading service, the responsibility for sanitation is shared by the inspector 
and the grader. This is done in order to provide more complete supervision in 
the various processing rooms of the plant. However, the veterinary inspector 
in charge of the plant has overall responsibility for complete compliance with all 
sanitary regulations. 

(9) Personnel attempting to improve the service are penalized.—Following 
the reorganization of the Department of Agriculture and the creation of the 
Agricultural Marketing Service, the Poultry Division was organized. The unit 
which covered both grading and inspection activities was divided into two sepa- 
rate branches. At the time of the split. Mr. Henry G. F. Hamann was Chief of 
the combined unit and Dr. Roy E. Willie was Assistant Chief of this combined 
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unit. Dr. Benjamin C. Pier was head of the inspection section. Under the re- 
organization, Dr. Willie was assigned as Chief of the Inspection Branch. 
Dr. Pier was assigned the responsibility of working with States. His duties 
cover two functions: First, he reviews that adequacy of State inspection 
programs which may be used as a basis for grading poultry in accordance with 
this Department's regulations; and, second, he assists State and other local 
agencies in the development of sound poultry sanitation and inspection programs 
as a service to these agencies. The purpose is to provide coordination between 
such State and local programs and the programs of the Federal department. 

Testimony at the hearing also refers to a letter by a veterinarian who had been 
employed by the Agricultural Marketing Service as an inspector for a short period 
of time. This veterinarian indicated that he resigned in protest because he 
was transferred when he attempted to enforce the regulations. This Department 
would be very glad to comment on this if it knew the veterinarian’s name. 

Employee suggestions for improvement of the service are not only welcomed 
but actively solicited by the Department under a program whereby citations and 
awards are given for meritorious performance and suggestions. 

(10) The chief veterinarian stated that a pronouncement was made in April 
1955 that no company employee will be licensed as a sanitarian but many still 
are.—The chief veterinarian of the poultry inspection service denies making such 
a statement, and the Department has no record of any such pronouncement. 

(11) AMS does not have professional people in top level positions in the poultry 
inspection program.—The poultry inspection service is headed by a qualified 
veterinarian and all Washington and field supervisory personnel are qualified 
veterinarians. Highly qualified veterinarians are the backbone of the personnel 
of the poultry-inspection-service programs. Staff veterinarians have always par- 
ticipated and played a major role in the development of all technical matters 
involving regulations and the administration of the inspection and sanitation 
programs. Reference is made in testimony to a meeting in Philadelphia to dis- 
cuss regulations. This meeting was held in 1952. The chairman was an AMS 
(the PMA) representative. He actively participated in the meeting. It was 
attended by the other employees of the service who, contrary to the testimony, 
were not instructed to withhold comment during the meeting. In fact, they 
were urged to participate and express their views. 

(12) Sanitarians lack qualifications to perform their duties.—Sanitarians are 
licensed only if they have experience in poultry processing and only after on- 
the-job training by area supervisors. Thereafter, from time to time instruc- 
tions are given and group classes held with respect to new requirements and 
to review the old. In addition, on-the-job training is continuously given by 
area, State, and circuit supervisors. The Department has considered it suffi- 
cient to select men with practical poultry processing experience and to train 
and qualify them in accordance with the regulations. It is not necessary to 
require a specified amount of formal education as a prequisite for this type 
of work, particularly in view of the constant supervision given licensees. 

(13) Army has no confidence in the poultry inspection program.—The De- 
partment of Defense has used the poultry inspection program of the Agricul- 
tural Marketing Service as a basis for buying ready-to-cook poultry in the same 
manner as they use the red meat inspection program of the Agricultural Research 
Service. All procurement specifications used by the Armed Forces for obtain- 
ing poultry products require inspection for wholesomeness by the poultry in- 
spection service of AMS or by the Veterinary Corps of the Department of 
Defense, the latter performing inspections only in plants where AMS poultry 
inspection service is not used. Billions of pounds of poultry have been accepted 
by the Armed Forces on the basis of certification by the Department of Agri- 
culture’s poultry-inspection service. 

(14) Bureau of Budget criticized the poultry inspection service in a 1951 
report——The Department’s reply to this report is attached as exhibit 2. 

(15) Grade labeling of uninspected ready-to-cook poultry was in effect from 
1948—1952.—This statement is not correct. The program became effective on 
January 1, 1950, and was only in effect for 18 months, having been terminated 
on July 1, 1951. ; 

(16) Speed of eviscerating lines is too fast for adequate inspection—The 
speed of eviscerating lines is under the control of the veterinary inspector-in- 
charge at the plant. It is his responsibility to see that speeds are maintained 
which will make it possible for a proper inspection of each bird to be performed 
and so that the product can be processed in full compliance with the require- 
ments of the regulations. 
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(1) AMS approved a plant which had been closed by Denver authoritics 
This is not true. The incident involved a plant located in the outskirts of the 
city of Denver. A representative of the poultry inspection service who con 
cucted a preliminary survey was not aware of the fact that the plant came 
under the jurisdiction of the city and county of Denver. Before the plant was 
approved, however. it was learned that the plant was subject to local jurisdic 
tion and the local health officials were asked to accompany poultry inspection 
personnel on survey visits to the plant. They were also asked to review the 
blueprints for the plan prior to its approval by the Federal officials. The plant 
was thereafter approved with the concurrence of local officials. This Depart 
ment’s poultry inspection regulations contain a specific provision to the effect 
that compliance therewith does not excuse failure to comply with other appli 
cable Federal, State and local laws and regulations 

(18) Colorado turkey incident.—This incident is covered in the report which 
the Department submitted to the subcommittee as requested 

(19) Poultry processed in AMS-approved plants have been seized by Federal, 
State and local officials—Some poultry processed in plants operating under the 
poultry-inspection program has been seized by Federal, State, or local author- 
ities. This is not unique with poultry. It happens with other foods which 
are not handled properly, particularly after leaving processing plants. Poultry 
seizure instances cited in the testimony are, in fact, isolated cases. With regret 
to the inspection for wholesomeness program seizures are extremely rare when 
consideration is given to the fact that over a billion pounds of ready-to-cook 
poultry is eviscerated each year under this inspection program. This product 
consists of Many small units since the average weight of each unit in the case 
of poultry is relatively small—fryers averaging perhaps about 2 to 24% pounds 
and turkeys averaging about 10 or 11 pounds. In his testimony before the 
subcommittee, Dr. Haskins, from Newark, pointed up one incident in which 
he had notified the Department concerning a plant in Virginia which had the 
Department’s inspection service. The Department’s records show ‘that Dr. 
Haskins’ notification was received before his appearance to testify before the 
subcommittee and that immediate action had been taken by the Department to 
correct the conditions at the Virginia plant. Dr. Haskins was advised of this 
on May 8. Immediate corrective measures are taken by the Department when- 
ever any complaints are made with respect to plants under the poultry-inspection 
service. Because of the vigilance that is exercised, the Department's poultry- 
inspection service compares favorably with any other food-inspection service 
regardless of where or under what authority it is performed. 

(20) AMS poultry inspection regulations are inadequate.—Included as exhibit 
3, is a copy of the regulations under which this Department's poultry inspection 
service programs are conducted. These regulations were published in about 
their present form in 1951. All interested parties including representatives 
of public health and consumer groups actively participated in developing them 
and have been provided an opportunity to comment on any amendments made 
since their publication. The regulations provided the background for, and are 
just as stringent in their requirements as, the United States Public Health 
Service published code for poultry-plant sanitation. 

(21) Newark has had sad experiences with Federal meat inspection.—The 
Department’s meat-inspection program in the city of Newark provides inspec- 
tional supervision to 15 meatpacking plants. Six of these conduct slaughter 
and all of them process meat products in amounts varying from small volume 
to considerable volume and great variety of products. Federal meat inspectors 
are assigned to all these plants. As in all cities where the Department has a 
meat-inspection program, a close and harmonious working relationship is main- 
tained with the city of Newark meat-inspection organization. Such arrange- 
inents are made for the very practical purpose of bringing all the inspection 
facilities in a community in a position to best serve the total public interest 
there. 

The incident referred to by Dr. Haskins is well known to us because it is one 
of those rare times when both Federal and city inspection programs were repre- 
sented in the developing of a plant-improvement program in a federally inspected 
plant. 

The incident referred to by Dr. Haskins actually is an example of Federal and 
local cooperation in action. It is understandable that Dr. Haskins might give 
emphasis to the city’s part in the total action. Actually, the success of the 
combined Federal-city action in the incident mentioned by Dr. Haskins and the 
continuing of adequate controls in the meatpacking plant must be credited 
in large part to the Federal meat inspectors assigned to the plant. 
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The threat of action by the city authorities no doubt contributed to the results 
in this case. 

(22) Documents submitted for the record.—A number of documents have been 
submitted to the subcommittee by various witnesses which the Department has 
had no opportunity to examine since they were not made available.’ 


Exurpsir No. 1 


MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE PRopUCTION AND MARKETING ADMIN- 
ISTRATION AND THE Foop AND DruG ADMINISTRATION CONCERNING THE INSPEC- 
TION AND STANDARDIZATION AcTIvITIES ReL_s rep To Foop Propucts 
The Food and Drug Administration of the Department of Health, Education, 

and Welfare is charged with the enforcement of the Federal Food, Drug, and 

Cosmetic Act. The Food and Drug Administration inspects the processing and 

distribution of foods and examines samples thereof for the purpose of deter- 

mining their status under that statute. The Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic 

Act also provides for the promulgation by the Secretary of mandatory standards 

of identity, quality and fill of container for feod products after appropriate 

hearings. 

The production and Marketing Administration of the United States Department 
of Agriculture performs a service function by (1) the development of commercial 
grade standards for foods and (2) by furnishing inspection and grading services, 
and issuing certificates of grade or condition to producers, processors, shippers, 
receivers, or other interested parties. Its major purpose is to assist producers 
in preparing better quality of products and to provide objective information by 
means of official certification concerning the grade, quality, or condition of a 
product which will be of maximum assistance to all interested parties engaged 
in the marketing functions. 

The two agencies have certain common or related objectives in carrying out 
their respective regulatory and service activities. Therefore, it is believed de- 
sirable from the standpoint of public interest to set forth in this memorandum of 
understanding the working arrangements which are being followed or adopted 
in the interest of each agency discharging as effectively as possible its responsi- 
bilities related to the inspection and standardization activities for food products. 

The Production and Marketing Administration will: 

(1) Supply the Food and Drug Administration, Washington, D. C., with 
a complete list of all food-processing and packing plants which are operating 
under PMA continuous or pack-grading inspection or grading contracts. 
This list will set forth the type of service provided and the food products 
involved. PMA will periodically advise the Food and Drug Administration 
of any changes in the list. 

(2) Investigate any written report from FDA to the effect that a processor 
packer has not corrected objectionable conditions found to exist by FDA, 
and will take such action as is appropriate and necessary in accordance with 
PMA regulations and contracts. 

(3) Decline to inspect or grade samples of products which have been 
seized by FDA, or which are known to be involved in formal FDA actions. 
This does not preclude reinspection of legally authorized samples by PMA 
if the FDA seizures or other actions involve products which had previously 
been inspected or graded by PMA. 

(4) Assign a grade or Government legend only to a product which has 
been inspected for wholesomeness for those factors to which the product is 
normally susceptible except, whenever the product has not been inspected 
for these factors, the certificate shall state the specified factors to which 
the inspection or grading was limited. 

(5) Furnish FDA, Washington, D. C., on request, with any pertinent in- 
formation concerning the grade or quality determination relative to specific 
lots of products inspected or graded by PMA that have been proceeded against 
or are being considered for action by FDA. 


1The subcommittee regards this remark in item 22 as gratuitously insulting and com 
letely false in its implications. The subcommittee wants it c'early understood that all 
ocuments submitted by witnesses were available to the Department at all times. At 


he 
time did the Department request an opportunity to examine any such document. 
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(6) Report on the inspection certificate any pertinent codes or other 
marks that will serve to identify the specific goods which are inspected or 
graded. 

(7) Inform FDA, Washington, D. C., whenever it has information that an 
employee or USDA licensed inspector is to be or has been subpenaed as a 
witness at judicial proceedings involving FIDA action and advise FDA of 
the nature of his proposed testimony. 

The Food and Drug Administration will: 


(1) Invite the PMA inspector stationed at a plant which is operating 
under PMA inspection to accompany the FDA inspector during his inspec 
tion of such plant. The FDA inspector will point out or discuss with the 
PMA inspector any conditions noted which may result in violations of the 
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act. 

(2) Request PMA, Washington, D. C., for any pertinent information con 
cerning the grade or quality determinations relative to specific lots of prod 
ucts that have been proceeded against or are being considered for action 
by FDA, and are believed to have been inspected by PMA, FDA will take 
into consideration the PMA inspection certificates and other available data 
in determining what action, if any, should be taken 

(3) Advise PMA, Washington, I). C., immediately of all seizures by 
FDA of food products so that the processing or packing plants and the 
products involved can be made known to PMA inspectors 

(4) Notify PMA, Washington, Db. C.. in writing immediately concerning 
the details of serious objectionable conditions whenever such conditions are 
found to exist in processing or packing plants where PMA is currently con 
ducting inspection of products, or in other food plants when FDA believes 
such information would be of value to PMA in its inspection and grading 
activities. 

(5) Whenever possible mark the claimant’s samples of seized products in 
such a manner that PMA inspectors or graders will recognize such post 
seizure samples. 

(6) Discuss with PMA, Washington, D. C., the criteria used by FDA in 
order to provide the maximum assurance that PMA does not classify a food 
as acceptable which FDA would consider actionable under the Food, Drug 
and Cosmetic Act. 

(7) On request of PMA will review labels, legends, stamps, and other 
official marks for products packed under the various inspection services of 
PMA from the standpoint of possible conflict with the misbranding pro- 
visions of the Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act. 

It is mutually agreed that: 

(1) Field offices of both agencies will maintain close working relations 
with each other. 

(2) Proposed regulations by either agency establishing any type of stand- 
ard will be referred to the other agency for review and comments prior to 
issuance, except amendments to PMA grade standards which do not modify 
any of the minimum quality factors contained in standards previously re- 
ferred to FDA for its review and recommendation. 

(3) Both agencies will work with industry toward greater efficiency in 
connection with improvement in coding methods. 

(4) Both agencies will cooperate in the handling of those cases of mis- 
branding which also come under the provisions of the Perishable Agricul- 
tural Commodities Act of-1930, as amended. 

(5) Nothing in this agreement modifies previously existing agreements 
setting forth procedures concerning plugged cars of wheat or wheat deemed 
unfit for mixing. 

(6) The provisions of this memorandum may be modified at any time by 
mutual agreement. 

Approved : 
Howarp H. Gorpon, 
Administrator, Production and Marketing Administration. 
C. W. CRAWFORD, 
Commissioner, Food and Drug Administration, 
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Exuisir No. 2 


AUGUST 10, 1951. 
Hon. FREDERICK J. LAWTON, 


Director, Bureau of the Budget. 


Dear Mr. LAwTon: We have reviewed with interest your Bureau's report 
of April 1951 on Federal meat inspection and grading activities which was 
transmitted to us with Mr. Staats’ letter of June 26. We appreciate the with- 
holding of further distribution of the report pending receipt of our reply and 
we strongly urge that a copy of this letter and the attached statement accompany 
any copies of the report that are distributed. 

For the most part, your report is favorable regarding our meat inspection and 
grading activities, but it raised a number of questions with respect to poultry 
inspection and grading. As you may know, the administration of our poultry 
inspection and grading service has been under review for some time. As a 
result of this review, a number of changes have been made. We have recently 
instituted new requirements which eliminate many of the factors that raised 
questions and are pursuing other means for improving the situation. As to the 
primary purpose of the survey, this Department shall continue to make our in- 
spection and grading service available for use by the Armed Forces. 

We deeply appreciate the constructive comments contained in the report. 

Sincerely yours, 


C. J. McCormick, 
Acting Secretary. 


COMMENTS BY THE UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE CONCERNING RE- 
PORT BY THE BUREAU OF THE BupGeT ENTITLED “MEAT INSPECTION AND GRADING 
ACTIVITIES” 


The Department of Agriculture acknowledges with appreciation the construc- 
tive proposals contained in this report. Corrective measures have been taken 
where practicable, and some matters are receiving further attention. Several of 
the proposals concern administrative determinations, and it appears that our 
judgement dictates a course different than that recommended. Where there 
are these issues of judgment, we shall be happy to discuss the matter in greater 
detail with your representative if you so desire. 

The following comments are directed to the five actions proposed in the gen- 
eral summary of the report: 


1. Flexibility and cross-servicing should be increased greatly within the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture betiween the Meat Inspection Division, BAI, and the 
various meat inspection and grading activities in the Production and Mar- 
keting Administration 


In order to achieve this objective, your report recommends that meat and 
poultry inspectors be used for grading operations in those instances where an 
inspector is present and a grader would have to travel to do this work. We 
cannot agree that any material savings would result in the application of this 
proposal because of the cost involved in training inspectors to be graders and 
the fact that there are comparatively few locations where meat inspections are 
couducted at any considerable distance from the point where a grader is stationed. 
Also, it is a practice to move inspectors around periodically to avoid the in- 
fluencing factors that close association might have in the performance of their 
duties. Therefore, the cost of training graders on a continuous basis for these 
isolated instances would, in our judgment, outweigh any savings that might be 
effected by reduction in traveling costs. 

The report suggests the possibility of having personnel of the BAI Meat In- 
spection Division make determinations concerning the standards of local meat- 
inspection systems in order to determine whether or not the PMA Standardization 
and Grading Division of the Livestock Branch will provide meat-grading sery- 
ice to plants operating under such inspection. The present system under which 
PMA makes this determination has been developed in cooperation with the BAI 
Meat Inspection Division. The Meat Inspection Division regards it impractical 
for them to provide this service and it is felt that the one person employed by 
the Standardization and Grading Division can make a more uniform applica- 
tion of the standards than could various meat inspectors throughout the coun- 
try who are employed by the Meat Inspection Division. Furthermore, since 
these determinations are not necessarily made in the locality where meat-inspec- 
tion personnel are employed the saving in travel would not be nearly as im- 
portant as suggested. 
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2. Inspection and grading services of the Department of Agriculture should be 
utilized fully in procurement of meat and meat products for the Armed 
Forces and other Government agencies. This means that the Army should 
not maintain inspection and grading staffs in establishments which are regu- 
larly covered by Department of Agriculture staffs. This should not apply 
to poultry until conditions which have compromised the objectivity of poul- 
try services have been corrected. Also excluded are special kinds of pre- 
pared meat food products which involve research and development and con- 
stant change in packaging and preparation specifications 

The Department of Agriculture continues to stand ready to provide such serv 
ices as we are able for the Armed Forces and other Government agencies. We 
agree that under certain circumstances special services should be performed by 
members of the Armed Forces. With respect to the above comment on poultry, 
we wish to report that the Army accepts and utilizes the poultry-inspection 
service of PMA. 


38. Working relationships and fiscal arrangements between Government grading 
services and the meat and poultry business interests should be controlled so 
there will be less cause for suspicion on the part of consumer and health 
groups that these services are biased and do not represent the interests of the 
public 


We regret that the report contains no substantiation for this proposal and 
wish to assure you that we have very carefully worked out trust-fund arrange 
ments for handling this money. It is true that not all funds are Federal trust 
funds although a large portion of the money is handled in this manner. How- 
ever, we think the integrity of any of these funds will stand up under challenge 
and nowhere do we have cause to believe that present fiscal arrangements have 
raised any suspicions on the part of consumer and health groups regarding the 
quality of our services. 


4. Understandings should be reached among the various inspection and grading 
organizations in the Department of Agriculture to avoid competition in 
offering identical services at various rates 

There has been some difference in the rates charged by the Meat Inspection 
Division of BAI and the PMA Livestock Branch for similar service in checking 
for compliance with contract specifications meat that is being purchused by other 
Federal agencies. This matter of discrepancy in rates has not heretofore be 
come the subject of special study because no question nor complaint about the 
rates has ever been raised by any agency served. The rates have been calculated 
independently by PMA and BAI to reimburse them for actual costs of the 
services rendered. It does not seem strange on the surface that some differ- 
ences have resulted inasmuch as there are several respects in which the two 
agencies are not comparable. The present staff of the meat-inspection service 
of BAI is about five times the size of PMA’s meat-grading staff. It is equipped 
to maintain an inspection service which is mandatory on products shipped in 
interstate commerce and the costs of such services are borne by the Federal 
Government. The services are necessarily nationwide in order that any firm 
wishing to engage in interstate shipment may have its products inspected. The 
PMA’s services, on the other hand, are voluntary, and the costs are charged 
back to the person or firm receiving the service. We do not feel, however, that 
our superficial review of this matter since receiving the report has furnished 
us with a fully satisfactory explanation of the difference in rates. We are, 
therefore, establishing a study group including fiscal and management personnel 
to look into it further and determine whether a greater degree of uniformity 
is possible. 

The rates have not been set, as the report implies, to secure business. The 
meat-inspection service of BAI and the meat-grading service of PMA have never 
established their rates so as to be in a better competitive situation for courting 
business. They have rendered services only as requested, and then on a basis 
of costs. They have not bid for or solicited business on a competitive basis. 


5. Federal approval stamps should not be applied unless Federal graders and 
inspectors have in fact performed the work. The public should not be mia- 
led to believe that Federal men have examined food when they have not 
done 80 


The Department seriously regards its responsibility concerning the use of 
Federal approval stamps on inspection and grading work. However, whether or 
not the stamps are applied by our workers or under our supervision and control 
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involves questions of judgment and operations which make impractical the pro- 
posal to have a Federal employee actually do the stamping in all cases. At 
present in all meat and poultry inspections for wholesomeness, and in meat- 
grading activities, only Federal employees handle the stamp of approval or 
grade. With respect to poultry grading, the situation varies as explained in 
later comments and we are studying it further. We believe each of the prevail- 
ing systems has its respective merits and that approval stamps may be applied 
under our license to do so provided proper safeguards are established to assure 
conformity with our standards. We agree that the public should not be misled, 
and we endeavor to avoid this possibility in all instances. We shall continue to 
adopt improved and safer methods for applying Federal approval stamps and will 
welcome any specific proposals you can offer in this field. 

The following comments refer specifically to various items in the report which 
for purpose of reference are identified by page numbers. Some of these furnish 
more detail concerning the comments above, and others deal with items in the 
report not previously commented upon in this statement. 

(a) Page 5 of this report indicates that the meat-grading program is financed 
from a trust fund based on cooperative agreements with States. This is an in- 
correct statement, insofar as meat grading is concerned, since meat-grading 
operations are financed from a trust fund based on a cooperative agreement with 
the National Livestock and Meat Board. 

(>) The report, on page 6, refers to the organizational structure of the poultry 
grading and inspection activities. While the statements were correct at the 
time the report was prepared, the organization has since been changed to bring 
standards and policy responsibility together with the functions of application 
and administration of these services. Poultry grading and inspection activities 
are now the full responsibility of the Poultry Branch of PMA. 

(c) The comments on page 8, relative to the cooperative agreements for 
poultry inspection and grading, may give one the impression that there is wide 
variance in the provisions of the agreements and rather limited Federal control 
of the grading program at the State level. Actually, the basic principles regard- 
ing Federal supervision and control of the programs set up under cooperative 
Federal-State agreements are similar in all agreements. There is some variance 
in the cooperative agreements for performing grading service but the principal 
differences are in the financial arrangements which are provided. Of the 50 
different cooperative agreements only 9 are of the State trust-fund type, 
whereas, all of the others provide for Federal trust funds. All agreements pro- 
vide for the use of USDA standards and grades and regulations governing the 
conduct of the work performed under the agreement. Federal supervision 
is provided through 5 regional supervisors, State supervisors (and assistants 
where necessary) in almost every State, as well as 2 supervisors at the national 
level. State supervisors in many instances are Federal employees; however, 
in some States the State supervisors are employees of the State who perform 
under Federal supervision from the regional and national level. The qualifica- 
tions and the duties of the State supervisors are the same regardless of whether 
they are State employees or Federal employees. 

(d) The sixth paragraph on page 8 may give the impression that both graders 
and inspectors may be Federal employees, State employees, or bonded employees 
of a poultry establishment. We wish to point out that inspectors must be 
Federal or State employees whereas graders may be Federal, State, or bonded 
licensees. At present all poultry inspectors are Fcedcral employees. 

As we have previously pointed out the bonded employees are utilized in 
the poultry grading program and not for poultry inspection. While it is true 
that these men are employees of the company whose products are being graded, 
they have the necessary qualifications for grading and are, therefore, licensed 
to perform this function. In addition, their work is supervised by Federal or 
Federal-State employees. The use of bonded personnel has proven to be very 
satisfactory since it enables the smaller business to obtain a service which would 
otherwise be denied them on account of costs. If it is found that a bonded 
grader is misgrading a product, a determination is first made whether or not 
the misgrading is intentional. If not, his error is pointed out to him so that 
his future application of grades will be correct. If it is determined that the 
misgrading was intentional then the grader’s license is withdrawn and cireum- 
stances warranting, grading service is denied to the plant. This is a severe 
penalty since without grading service the plant cannot compete in the graded egg 
and poultry market. 
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(e) Reference is made to the grading of poultry without inspection for 
wholesomeness on page 9 of the report. In discussing the problem of grading 
and inspection of poultry it would be well to treat it from two spearate types 
of processing—‘‘dressed” and “ready-to-cook”’. 

Dressed poultry, as such, cannot be inspected for wholesomeness because the 
viscera is intact whereas a wholesomeness determination must be based largely 
on the appearance of internal organs. Thus, grading service is the only 
service that can be performed with respect to dressed poultry, Even though 
the trends in poultry processing are in the direction of complete evisceration 
immediately following slaughter, today more than half of the poultry marketed 
for food is sold in wholesale distribution as dressed poultry. The Department 
has graded this product in conformance with USDA standards and grades for 
more than 20 years. These standards and grades have alWays provided that 
poultry with external evidence of disease or other conditions which may render 
them unfit for food shall not be graded. Serious consideration must be given 
to the problem before service can be arbitrarily discontinued when such a large 
percentage of poultry is niarketed in dressed form. 

The statements made in the first paragraph on page 9 of the report with respect 
to grading evidently covers both “dressed” and “ready-to-cook” poultry. The 
quantities that have been graded were relatively small in proportion to the 
amount of the product sold for food. Of the amount graded a still smaller 
proportion has been individually grade marked, In the 18 months’ period 
from January 1, 1950, to June 30, 1951, during which “ready-to-cook” poultry 
was permitted to be graded without official inspection for wholesomeness, only 
four poultry establishments utilized this service and the bulk of the product 
so graded was marketed intrastate. This provision has been changed. Under 
the currently operative poultry grading and inspection regulations “ready-to 
cook” poultry may be graded only if it has been previously inspected by Fed 
eral inspectors or by governmentally employed inspectors of an approved State, 
county, or municipal inspection system. The basis for approving such systems 
is essentially the same as that with respect to meat grading it the present time 
no “ready-to-cook” poultry is graded unless it has been previously inspected 
for wholesomeness by Federal Inspectors. While the regulations provide for 
the grading of “ready-to-cook” poultry inspected under other approved inspection 
systems, no product has been graded under this provision to date. 

(f) We wish to comment on the third paragraph of page 10 of the report 
which reads: 

“The Army is especially careful in the inspection of poultry for disease, etc., 
because the various State, local, and private arrangements made by PMA for 
poultry inspection and grading have caused officials of the Veterinary Corps to 
question the adequacy of controls maintained over sanitation and disease in 
poultry houses.” 

At the time this report was issned no State, local, or private arrangements 
were in effect for the conduct of the poultry inspection service of PMA. While 
the regulations which went into effect July 1, 1951, provide for the conduct of 
inspection service under cooperative Federal-State arrangements involving the 
use of State employees under Federal supervision as poultry inspectors, to date 
only federally employed inspectors have been used in performing poultry inspec- 
tion service. The Army accepts and utilizes the poultry inspection service of 
PMA. Asa matter of fact, for a number of years Army purchase specifications 
for “ready-to-cook” poultry have required that poultry be eviscerated under the 
supervision of the poultry inspection service of PMA. 

(g) Certain information on page 21 of the report is now incorrect because 
it is out of date. 

(kh) We would like to comment on your reported general statement on page 22 
that savings could be affected through a consolidation of field offices and 
administrative services. PMA is continually moving toward such a goal when 
ever action can be taken without adversely affecting program objectives. We 
would like to point out that consolidation does not necessarily result in savings 
In some instances consolidation actually becomes more expensive. 

The USDA has recently moved to consolidate county and State offices. As a 
result, 936 offices in counties have been consolidated and offices in 14 States 
are in the process of moving. 

Over the past 3 years PMA has been continually working toward the consolida- 
tion of all PMA activities in each of the 5 regional office cities, that is Atlanta, 
Chicago, Dallas, San Francisco, and New York. In Atlanta the consolidation 
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is complete. In the other four cities 75 to 90 percent of the consolidation has 
been effected. Also, within PMA the livestock branch has had a continuing 
movement underway to consolidate all of that branch's activities under one 
roof in every city where such is possible. This move is practically complete. 
The poultry branch is also working toward consolidating their field offices. 

Consolidation cannot be effected between many branches because their offices 
must be located near the point where their work is performed. For instance, 
in Chicago the livestock branch must be near the livestock yards, whereas, the 
dairy and poultry branches must be near the dairy and poultry markets and 
many miles separate these two markets, therefore, consolidation in such instances 
is not practical. 

(i) On page 23, the report indicates that meat inspectors might be selected 
and trained to perform small meat-grading assignments at their station in order 
to save the grader’s time and travel cost involved in reaching the station. This 
problem has been given thorough consideration in times past and the suggested 
solution is considered impractical from several standpoints. The principal 
reason is that meat inspectors are not qualified to do meat grading. Among 
the minimum qualifications required of a meat grader is at least 4 years’ experi- 
ence in the grading of meats on a wholesale basis. (The 60-day course in 
general food inspection and grading work used by the Army does not meet 
the minimum requirements for this work which we regard as essential.) 
Despite the aptitude of some of our meat inspectors for grading assignments, 
we feel that the time necessary to qualify a meat inspector for this particular 
work would be much more expensive than paying the travel time of a meat 
grader to the particular point. Even if time were taken to train a meat inspector 
to do meat grading, other difficulties would make this arrangement impractical. 
The meat-grading service requires very special and direct supervision which 
cannot be supplied by the meat inspection division. Consequently the meat 
inspector doing meat-grading work would be attempting to serve two different 
supervisors. Also, a meat inspector, trained for meat-grading work and located 
in a position where he might do meat grading, is subject to be transferred at 
any time. If a regular meat grader is stationed at the new location, the value 
of his special training would be largely lost. Under normal conditions, that is, 
in the absence of price ceilings and mandatory grading, there are comparatively 
few locations where meat inspection is conducted at any considerable distance 
from the point where a meat grader is stationed. 

(j) We regret that the report did not develop further the statement on page 24 
to the effect that there is a lack of confidence in the poultry grading and inspection 
services by public health and consumer groups. Following a recent meeting 
with a group of public-health officials, the poultry branch has formed an advisory 
group consisting of 6 public-health officials and 6 industry representatives to 
discuss and advise on mutual problems. One meeting of this advisory group 
has already been held and indications are that this cooperative approach will 
be very helpful in developing a high degree of confidence in these programs. 
The rapid rate of increase in the use of these two services seems to indicate 
they have already gained a high degree of acceptance. Such acceptance, it is 
true, is on the part of commercial poultry interests. However, these interests 
would not be likely to incure the added cost of these services except to meet 
consumer demand. 

(k) We wish to comment about the label used to identify “dressed” poultry 
which has been processed under USDA sanitary standards. This is covered 
in the last paragraph on page 24 of the report. The Department’s regulations 
governing the grading and inspection of poultry require that poultry which bears 
United States grade marks or United States inspection marks shall have been 
processed in accordance with prescribed sanitary standards during all stages 
of processing. Some processors perform all processing functions whereas others 
prepare only “dressed” poultry. So that such “dressed” poultry may move 
into plants for further processing under Federal supervision, provision is made 
for its certification of having been processed under USDA sanitary standards. 
It is in connection with this phase of the program that the label is used which 
reads “Processed under USDA Sanitary Standards—Not USDA Graded for 
Quality or USDA Inspected for Wholesomeness.” The label is intended solely 
for identification purposes and is applied only to bulk packages or shipping con- 
tainers of “dressed” poultry. Individual birds or consumer packages are never 
labeled with this mark. It is highly improbable that the consumer can ever be 
misled by this label since she will never see it. The Department currently is 
engaged in further study of poultry grading and inspection. 
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Exutsir No. 3 
UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURI 
AGRICULTURAL MARKETING SERVICE 
WASHINGTON 25, D. ¢ 


REGULATIONS GOVERNING THE GRADING AND INSPECTION OF POUL 
TRY AND EDIBLE PRODUCTS THEREOF AND UNITED STATES 
CLASSES, STANDARDS, AND GRADES WITH RESPECT THERETO 


| Reprinted from the Federal Register of November 3, 1953: March 26, April 22, Feb. 18, 


July 8, July 22, and October 14, 1954; and February 26, 1955) 
Effective March 1, 1955. 


By virtue of the authority (18 F. R. 4839) vested in me by the Secretary of 
Agriculture and in accordance with the revised Federal Register regulations, the 
tormat of the regulations (7 CFR Part 70) governing the grading and inspection 
of poultry and edible products thereof, and United States classes, standards, and 
yrades with respect thereto, which are currently operative pursuant to the appli 
cable provisions of the Agricultural Marketing Act of 1946 (60 Stat. 1LOS7; 7 
U. S. C. 1621 et seq.), is recodified as hereinafter set forth 

The recasting of the format due to such recodification is not intended, no! 
shall it be deemed, to make any substantive change in the regulations 

A notice of a proposed amendment to the regulations governing the grading 
and inspection of poultry and edible products thereof and United States classes, 
standards, and grades with respect thereto (7 CFR Part 70) was published in 
the FEDERAL REGISTER on December 10, 1954 (19 F. R. 8218). The amendment 
hereinafter promulgated is pursuant to authority contained in the Agricultural 
Marketing Act of 1946 (60 Stat. 1087; 7 U.S. C. 1621 et seq.). 

The amendment makes changes in the standards of quality for ready-to-cook 
poultry applicable primarily to B and C qualities. In addition, minor changes 
are made in the official identification, new provisions are added in the sanitary 
and operating requirements with respect to chilling and freezing of products, 
drainage of poultry prior to packaging, and the lining of containers. The amend 
ment is essentially the same as was published in the aforesaid notice with the 
exception that action is being reserved on proposed terms and descriptions for 
chicken parts which were set forth in § 70.2 of the proposed amendment. This 
matter needs further consideration prior to issuance 

After consideration of all relevant material presented, the amendmeut here 
inafter set forth is promulgated to become effective March 1, 1955. 

The regulations were issued July 1, 1951; amended several times in 1952-53; 
recodified in 1953; and amended in 1954 and again on March 1, 1955. 

The complete regulations with all amendments to date are as follows: 


ParRT 70—GRADING AND INSPECTION OF POULTRY AND EpreLe Propucts THEREOF: 
AND UNITED STATES CLASSES, STANDARDS, AND GRADES WITH Respecr THERETO 


SUBPART A—GRADING AND INSPECTION OF SUBPART A—GRADING AND INSPECTION OF 
POULTRY AND EDIBLE PRODUCTS THEREOF POULTRY AND EDIBLE PRODUCTS THERE! 
Continued 
GENERAL 
BASIS OF SERVICE—continued 


70.1 Definitions. 
70.3 + Administration. 70.17 Examination of ready-to-cook poul 
70.4 Grading and inspection’ services try which was not processed in 
available. official plants 
70.18 Authority to waive provisions of 
BASIS OF SERVICE §§ 70.14 and 70.15. 
10.10 Inspection service. PERFORMANCE OF SERVICES 
70.11 Grading service. 
70.12 Continuous grading service. 70.30 Licensed graders and inspectors 
70.18 Supervision. 70.31 Suspension of license or authority; 
70.14 Dressed poultry: eligibility. revocation. 
70.15 Inspection in official plants; extent 70.52 Surrender of license. 
required. 70.33 Identification. 
70.16 Certification of dressed poultry 70.34 Financial interest of inspectors and 
produced under sanitary require- graders 


ments. 70.35 Political activity. 
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Part 70—GRADING AND INSPECTION OF POULTRY AND EpIBLeE Propucts THEREOF ; 
ANbD UNITED STATES CLASSES, STANDARDS, AND GRADES WITH Respect THERETO— 


Continued 


SuprartT A—GRADING AND INSPECTION OF 
POULTRY AND EDIBLE Propucts THEREOR— 
Continued 


APPLICATION FOR GRADING SERVICE OF 
INSPECTION SERVICE 


70.40 Who may obtain grading service or 
inspection service 

70.41 How application may be made. 

70.42 Filing of application. 

70.43 Authority of applicant. 

70.44 Application for inspection service or 
grading service in official plants ; 
approval. 

70.45. Roiection of application. 

70.46 Withdrawal of application. 

70.47 Order of service. 

70.48 Suspension of plant approval. 

VIOLATIONS 

70.60 Denial of service. 

70.61 Misrepresentation, deceptive, or 
fraudulent acts or practices, 

70.62 Use of facsimile forms. 

70.63 Wilful violation of the regulations. 

70.64 Interfering with a grader or in- 
spector. 

700.65 Misleading labeling. 


700.66 Miscellaneous. 


OTHER APPLICABLE REGULATIONS 


70.80 Other applicable regulations. 
PUBLICATIONS 
70.85 Publications. 


IDENTIFYING AND MARKETING PRODUCTS 


70.90 Approval of official identification. 

70.91 Products that may be individually 
grade marked; information re- 
quired on grade mark. 

70.92 Use of grade mark and inspection 
mark with respect to the same 
product. 

70.93 Marking inspected products. 

TO.94 Marking dressed poultry which was 


certified as having been produced 
under sanitary requirements. 


SUPERVISION OF MARKING AND PACKAGING 


70.100 
70.101 
70.102 
70.103 
70.104 
70.105 


Evidence of label approval. 

Affixing of official identification. 

Removal of official identification. 

Packaging. 

Retention labels. 

pe aay to grading and inspec- 
tion. 


70.106 Accessibility of products. 


70.107 Time of grading or inspection in an 
official plant. 
REPORTS 
70.120 Report of inspection work and grad- 
ing work. 
70.121 Information to be furnished to in- 


spectors and graders. 


70.122 Reports of violations. 


FEES AND CHARGES 


70.130 Payment of fees and charges. 

70.131 Grading service on a fee basis. 

70.132 Fees for appeal grading. 

70.133 Poultry grading fees. 

70.134 Inspection service on a fee basis. 

70.135 Fees for additional copies of grad- 
ing certificates and inspection cer- 
tificates, 

70.136 Traveling expenses and _ other 
charges 


Supparr A-—-GRADING AND INSPECTION OF 
POULTRY AND EDIBLE PRopUCcTS THEREOF— 
Continued 


FEES AND CHARGES—continued 


70.137 
70.138 
70.139 


Additional charges. 

On a contract basis. 

Fees for grading service or inspec 
tion service performed under co- 
operative agreement. 


70.140 Disposition of fees for inspections 
made under cooperative agree 
ment. 

INSPECTION 

70.150 Manner of handling products in an 
official plant. 

70.151 Ante-mortem inspection. 

70.152 Evisceration. 

70.153 Carcasses held for further examina- 


tion. 


70.154 Condemnation and treatment of car 
casses, 

70.155 Certification of carcasses. 

70.156 Reinspection of edible products. 

70.157 Edible products for canning. 

70.158 Products contaminated by polluted 
water ; procedure for handling. 

70.159 Preparation of animal food or simi 
lar uninspected articles in an offi 
cial plant. 

70.160 Appeal inspections ; how made. 
Inspection Certificates 

70.170 Forms of inspection certificates. 

70.171 Issuance and dispoistion of dressed 
poultry inspection certificates. 

70.172 Food product inspection  certifi- 
cates; issuance and disposition. 

70.173 Export certificates; issuance and 
disposition. 

70.174 Advance information. 

GRADING 

70.180 General. 

70.181 Live poultry. 

70.182 Dressed poultry and ready-to-cook 


poultry. 


Basis of Acceptability of Other Official 
Inspection Systems 


70.190 General. 
70.191 Requirements as to manner of in- 
spection. 
70.192 Determining compliance with 
§ 70.191. 
Grading Certificates 
70.200 Forms. 
70.201 Issuance and disposition. 
70.202 Advance information. 
Regrading 
70.210 Application for regrading.of a 
graded product. 
70.211 Regrading certificates. 
Appeal Grading 
70.220 Application for appeal grading, 
70.221 How to obtain appeal grading. 
70.222 Record of filing time. 
70.223 When an application for an appeal 
grading may be refused. 
70.224 When an application for appeal 
grading may be withdrawn. 
70.225 Who shall perform the appeal 
grading. 
70.226 Appeal grading by immediate 


superior. 
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AND Episte Propucts THeRror 


AND UNITED STATES CLASSES, STANDARDS, AND Graves With Resrect THERETO 


Continued 


SuBPART A—GRADING AND INSPECTION OF 
POULTRY AND EDIBLE PRopucts THEREOF 
Continued 


Appeal Grading—Continued 


70.227 Order of performance of appeal 
gradings. 
70.228 Appeal grading certificates. 


Superseded Certificates 


70.235 Superseded certificates. 


SANITARY REQUIREMENTS 


General 

70.240 Minimum standards for sanitation, 
facilities, and operating proce- 
dures in official plants. 

Authority of Administrator to 
amend minimum standards for 
sanitation, facilities, and operat- 
ing procedures in official plants. 


70.241 


Buildings and Plant Facilities 


Buildings. 
70.251 Rooms and compartments. 
70.252 Floors, walls, ceilings, etc. 
70.253 Draining and plumbing: 
70.254 Water supply. 
70.255 Lavatory accommodations. 
70.256 Lighting and ventilation. 


- 7 
70,250 


Equipment and Utensils 


Equipment and utensils. 
Accessibility. 
Restrictions on use. 


70.270 
70.271 
70.272 


Maintenance of Sanitary Conditions and 


Precautions Against Contamination of 

Products 

70.280 General. 

70.281 Cleaning of rooms and compart- 
ments. 


70.282 
70.283 
70.284 


Cleaning of equipment and utensils. 

Operations and procedures. 

Temperatures and cooling and 
freezing procedures. 

Vermin. 

Use of compounds. 

Exclusion of diseased persons. 

Table showing types of materials. 


70.285 
70.286 
70.287 
70.288 


SUBPART B—UNITED STATES CLASSES, 
STANDARDS, AND GRADES FOR POULTRY 


UNITED STATES CLASSES OF LIVE POULTRY, 


DRESSED POULTRY AND READY-TO-COOK 
POULTRY 


70.300 General. 
70.301 Chickens. 
70.302 Turkeys. 
70.303 Ducks. 
70.304 Geese. 
70.305 Guineas. 
70.306 Pigeons. 


UNITED STATES STANDARDS FOR QUALITY OF 
LIVE POULTRY 


General 
General. 


Standards of Quality 


A Quality or No. 1 Quality. 
B Quality or No. 2 Quality. 
C Quality or No. 3 Quality. 
“Reject.” 





70.328 


8733—56——10 


SUBPART B-—U NITED STATES CLASSES, STAND 
ARDS, AND GRADES FoR POULTRY —-Con 
UNITED STATES GRADES FOR LIVE POULTRY 


70.330 General 


(irades 
70.: U. S. Grade A or U. 8. No. 1 
70 I S. Grade B or tT Ss. No 


U. 8. Grade C or U. 8, No. 3. 
“No Grade”. 


70 
70. 





UNITED STATES STANDARDS FOR QUALITY OF 
DRESSED AND RERADY-TO-cOOK POULTRY 


70.350 General 
STANDARDS FOR QUALITY OF CHICKENS, 
DUCKS, GUINEAS, SQUABS, AND PIGEONS 


70.353 A Quality. 
70.354 B Quality 
70.355 C Quality 


UNITED STATES STANDARDS FOR QUALITY OF 
TURKEYS AND GEESE 
A Quality. 


B Quality. 
70.358 C Quality. 





UNITED STATES GRADES FOR DRESSED POULTRY 
AND READY-TO-COOK POULTRY 


General 


70.360 General 


Grades 
70.365 U. 
70.366 U. 
70.367 U. 


Grade A. 
Grade B. 
. Grade C, 


RRL 


Weight Specifications 


70.370 Suggested weight specifications for 
dressed poultry and ready-to 
cook poultry. 

SUBPART C—-FORMS, INSTRUCTIONS, AND 

APPLICATIONS 


FORMS OF OFFICIAL IDENTIFICATION 


70.380 
70.381 
70.382 
70.383 


Forms of official identification. 

Form of grade mark. 

Form of inspection mark. 

Combined form of grade mark and 
inspection mark. 

Identification of 
poultry. 


70.384 certain dressed 


INSTRUCTIONS GOVERNING THE ADMINISTRA 
TION OF POULTRY INSPECTION WHERE A 
FEDERAL-STATE SERVICE IS DESIRED 


Basis ; Supervision 


70.390 Basis of providing Federal-State tn 
spection service. 
70.391 Supervision. 


Conditions 


70.395 
70.396 


Regulations. 

Qualifications of Federal-State su 
pervisor. 

Duties of the Federal-State super 
visor. 

Employment and licensing of Stat 
inspectors. 

Duties of State-employed 
tors. 


70.397 
70.398 


70.399 inspec 
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Part 70—GRADING AND INSPECTION OF POULTRY AND EDIBLE Propucts THEREOF; 
AND UNITED STATES CLASSES, STANDARDS, AND GRapES WITH REsPEecT THERETO— 
Continued 


SUBPART C—FORMS, INSTRUCTIONS, AND SuspparT C—ForMS, INSTRUCTIONS, AND 
APPLICATIONS—Continued APPLicaT10ons—Continued 
Conditions—Continued 


APPLICATION FOR INSPECTION SERVICE 


70.400 Replacement of Federal inspectors. 79 416 Application for inspection of 


70.401 Collection of fees. . 4 
70.402 Reimbursement of AMS by State See SOE OPe See See 


¥: cooperating agency. wholesomeness. 

70.403 ee o cooperating 79417 Application for inspection of can- 
ey tate agency by AMS. ning and processing of inspected 
70. dditional provisions. ready-to-cook poultry in plants 


APPLICATION FOR GRADING SERVICE operating under Federal meat 


inspection service. 
70.410 Application for grading service — . 
with respect to live poultry, AUTHORITY: §§ 70.1 to 70.410 issued 


dressed poultry, and ready-to- under sec. 205, 60 Stat. 1090, Pub. Law 156, 
cook poultry. 83d Cong. ; 7 U. 8. C. 1624. 


Subpart A—GRADING AND INSPECTION OF POULTRY AND EpIBLE Propucts THEREOF 
GENERAL 


§ 70.1 Definitions. Unless the context otherwise requires, the following terms 
shall have the following meaning: 

“Act” means the applicable provisions of the Agricultural Marketing Act of 
1946 (60 Stat. 1087; 7 U. S. C. 1621 et seq.) or any other act of Congress con- 
ferring like authority. 

“Acceptable” means suitable for the purpose intended and acceptable to the 
Service. 

“Administrator” means the Administrator of the Agricultural Marketing Serv- 
ice of the Department or any other officer or employee of the Department to 
whom there has heretofore been delegated, or to whom there may hereafter be 
delegated the authority to act in his stead. 

“Applicant” means any interested party who requests any inspection service 
or grading service. 

. “Area supervisor” means any employee of the Department in charge of poultry 
grading service or poultry inspection service in a designated geographical area. 

“Carcass” means any poultry carcass. 

“Circuit supervisor” means the officer in charge of the poultry inspection serv- 
ice or the poultry grading service in a circuit consisting of a group of stations 
within an area. 

“Class” means any subdivision of a product based on essential physical char- 
acteristics that differentiate between major groups of the same kind or 
between species. 

“Condition” means any condition, including but not being limited to, the state 
of preservation, cleanliness, or soundness of any product; or any condition 
including but not limited to, the processing, handling, or packaging which affects 
such product. 

“Condition and wholesomeness” means the condition of any product and its 
healthfulness and fitness for human food. 

“Department” means the United States Department of Agriculture. 

“Dressed poultry” means poultry which has been slaughtered for human food 
with head, feet, and viscera intact and from which the blood and feathers have 
been removed. 

“Edible poultry byproduct” means any giblets or any edible part of dressed 
poultry other than eviscerated poultry. 

“Edible product” means any product other than live poultry and dressed 
poultry. 

“Food product containing poultry product” means any article of food for 
human consumption which is prepared in part from any edible portion of 
dressed poultry or from any product derived wholly from such edible portion 
if such edible portion or product does not comprise a substantial portion of such 
article of food. 

“Free from protruding pinfeathers” means that the carcass is free from pro- 
truding pinfeathers which are visible to an inspector or grader during an ex- 
amination of the carcass at normal operating speeds. However, a carcass may 
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be considered as being free from protruding pinfeathers if it has a generally 
clean appearance (especially on the breast), and if not more than an voccusional! 
protruding pinfeather is in evidence during a more careful examination of the 
carcass. 

“Giblets” means the liver from which the bile sac has been removed, the heart 
from which the pericardial sac has been removed, and the gizzard from which 
the lining and contents have been removed: Provided, That each such organ has 
heen properly trimmed and washed. 

“Grader” means any employee of the Department authorized by the Secretary 
or any other individual to whom a license has been issued by the Secretar) 
to investigate and certify, in accordance with the regulations in this part, the 
‘lass, quality, quantity, and condition of products. 

“Grading” or “grading service’ means: (1) The act whereby a grader deter 
mines, according to the regulations in this part, the class, quality, quantity) 
ir condition of any product by examining each unit thereof or each unit of the 
representative sample thereof drawn by a grader and issues a grading certificate 
with respect thereto, except that with respect to grading service performed on 
1 contract basis the issuance of a grading certificate shall be pursuant to a 
request therefor by the applicant or the Service; (2) the act whereby the grade: 
identifies, according to the regulations in this part, the graded product; (3) with 
respect to any official plant, the act whereby a grader determines that the product 
in such plant was processed, handled, and packaged in accordance with §§ 70.240 
to 70.288; and (4) any regrading or any appeal grading of a previously graded 
product. 

“Grading certificate” means a statement, either written or printed, issued by 
a grader, pursuant to the regulations in this part, relative to the class, quality, 
quantity, or condition of a product. 

“Identify” means to apply official identification to products or the containers 
thereof. 

“Inspected and certified” or “certified” means, with respect to any product, 
that it has undergone an inspection and was found, at the time of such inspection 
to be sound, wholesome, and fit for human food. 

“Inspection”, “inspection service”, or “inspection of products for condition and 
wholesomeness” means any inspection by an inspector to determine, in accord 
ance with the regulations in this part, (1) the condition and wholesomeness 

if dressed poultry, or (2) the condition and wholesomeness of any edible product 
at any stage of the preparation or packaging thereof in the official plant where 
inspected and certified, or (3) the condition and wholesomeness of any previ- 
msly inspected and certified product if such product has not lost its identity 
* an inspected and certified product. In addition to the foregoing, the terms 
“inspection” and “inspection service’ shall each mean any inspection by an 
inspector to determine, in accordance with the regulations in this part, (4) the 
‘ondition of dressed poultry as it applies to the processing, handling or packaging 
f such product, or (5) any antemortem examination of poultry. 

“Inspection certificate’ means a statement, either written or printed, issued 
by an inspector, pursuant to the regulations in this part, relative to the condition 
and wholesomeness of products. 

“Inspector” means any person who is licensed by the Secretary to investigate 
and certify in accordance with the regulations in this part, the condition and 
wholesomeness of products or the condition of dressed poultry. An inspector 
is an employee of the Department or of a State; he may be a graduate veteri- 
narian or a layman. 

“Interested party” means any person financially interested in a transaction 
involving any inspection or grading. 

“National supervisor” means (1) the officer in charge of the poultry inspection 
service of the Agricultural Marketing Service, (2) the officer in charge of the 
poultry grading service of the Agricultural Marketing Service, and (3) such 
other officers or employees of the Department who may be so designated by 
the officer in charge of the poultry inspection service or poultry grading service 
of the Agricultural Marketing Service. 

“Office of grading” means the office of any grader. 

“Official identification” means the symbol represented by a stamp, label, seal, 
or other device approved by the Administrator and affixed to any product, or 
to any container thereof, stating that the product was inspected or graded o1 
both. The class, quality or condition of such product as determined by a grader 
may be indicated in the “official identification”. 
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“Official plant” means one or more buildings, or parts thereof, comprising a 
tingle plant in which the facilities and methods of operation therein have been 
approved by the Administrator as suitable and adequate for operation under 
inspection or grading service and in which inspection or grading is carried on 
in accordance with the regulations in this part. 

“Person” means any individual, partnership, association, business trust, corpo- 
ration, or any organized group of persons, whether incorporated or not. 

“Potable water” means water that has been approved by the State health au- 
thority as safe for drinking. 

“Poultry” means any kind of domesticated bird, including, but not being lim- 
ited to chickens, turkeys, ducks, geese, pigeons, and guineas. 

“Poultry food product” means any article of human food or any article intend- 
ed for or capable of being so used which is prepared or derived in whole or in 
substantial part, from any edible portion of dressed poultry. 

“Poultry grading and inspection service” means the personnel who are actively 
engaged in the administration, application, and direction of poultry grading 
and inspection programs and services pursuant to the regulations in this part. 

“Product” means each of the following: (1) Dressed poultry: (2) ready-to- 
cook poultry; (3) edible poultry byproduct; (4) poultry food product; and (5) 
with respect to grading service only, live poultry. 

“Quality” means the inherent properties of any product which determine its 
relative degree of excellence. 

*“Ready-to-cook poultry” means any dressed poultry from which the protruding 
pinfeathers, vestigial feathers (hair or down as the case may be), head, shanks, 
crop, oil gland, trachea, esophagus, entrails, reproductive organs and lungs have 
been removed, and with or without the giblets, is ready to cook without need 
of further processing. Ready-to-cook poultry also means any cut-up or disjointed 
portion of poultry prepared as described in this paragraph. 

“Regulations” means the provisions of this entire part and such United States 
classes, standards, and grades for products as may be in effect at the time grading 
or inspection is performed. 

“Secretary” means the Secretary of the Department, or any other officer or em- 
ployee of the Department to whom there has heretofore been delegated or to 
whom there may hereafter be delegated, the authority to act in his stead. 

“Soundness” means freedom from external evidence of any disease or condi- 
tion which may render a carcass unfit for food. 

“State supervisor” means any authorized and designed individual who is in 
charge of the poultry grading service or the poultry inspection service in a State. 
A State supervisor of poultry inspection service shall be a veterinarian and he is 
either a Federal-State employee or a Federal employee. ° 

“Station supervisor” means any authorized individual who is designated to 
supervise the poultry grading service or the poultry inspection service in a large 
official plant or in a group of several smaller plants. 

“Service” means the Agricultural Marketing Service of the Department, 


ADMINISTRATION 


$70.3 Administration. The Administrator shall perform for and under the 
supervision of the Secretary, such duties as are prescribed in the regulations in 
this part and as the Secretary may require in the administration of the regu- 
lations in this part. The Administrator is authorized to waive for limited 
periods any particular provisions of the regulations to permit experimentation 
so that new procedures, equipment, and processing techniques may be tested 
to facilitate definite improvements and at the same time to determine full com- 
pliance with the spirit and intent of the regulations. 

$70.4 Grading and inspection services available. The regulations in this 
part provide for the following kinds of service; and any one or more of the 
different services: applicable to official plants, may be rendered in an official 
plant: 

(a) Grading of live poultry. 

(b) Certification of dressed poultry produced under sanitary requirements 
in official plants. 

(c) Grading of dressed poultry: 

(1) In an official plant. 

(2) At terminal markets and other receiving points. 


(d) Inspection of dressed poultry in official plants for processing as ready- 
to-cook poultry. 
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(e) Grading of ready-to-cook poultry 

(1) In an official plant. 

(2) At terminal markets and other receiving points 
if) Inspection service in official canning plants 


BASIS OF SERVICE 


$70.10 IJnspection service. Any inspection service in accordance with the 
regulations in this part shall be for conditions and wholesomeness but, with 
respect to dressed poultry, as such, the inspection may be for condition only 

$70.11 Grading service. Any grading service in accordance with the regu 
lations in this part shall be for class, quality, quantity, or condition, or any 
combination thereof. Grading service with respect to determination of quality 
of products shall be on the basis of United States classes, standards, and grades 
2s contained in Subpart B of the regulations in this part Hlowever, grading 
service may he rendered with respect to products which are bought and sold 
on the basis of institutional contract specifications and such service, when 
approved by the Administrator, shall be rendered on the basis of the specifications 
of such contract. 

§ 70.12 Continuous grading service. Except as otherwise approved by the 
area supervisor, continuous grading service in an offical plant, other than the 
service provided in § 70.4 (b), may be rendered only when a majority of the 
grader’s time each month is utilized in performing grading for quality on the 
basis of the U.S. standards set forth in Subpart B of the regulations in this part 

$70.18 Supervision. <All grading service and all inspection service shall be 
subject to supervision at all times by the applicable station supervisor, State 
supervisor, circuit supervisor, area supervisor, and national supervisor. Such 
service shall be rendered where the facilities and conditions are satisfactory for 
the conduct of the service and the requisite graders and inspectors are available 
Whenever the supervisor of a grader has evidence that such grader incorrectly 
graded a product, such supervisor shall take such action as is necessary to cor 
rect the grading and to cause any improper grade marks which appear on the 
product or containers thereof to be corrected prior to shipment of the product 
from the place of initial grading. 

§ 70.14 Dressed poultry; eligibility. Dressed poultry to be eligible for grad 
ing or inspection service shall have been processed in official plants. Except as 
otherwise provided in this section, only dressed poultry which was processed in an 
official plant in accordance with the regulations in this part. and dressed poultry 
which was processed in Canadian registered poultry dressing stations operated 
in accordance with such methods and procedures as are acceptable to the Admin 
istrator, may be graded or inspected in an official plant. Squabs and domesti 
cated game birds (including, but not being limited to, quail, grouse, pheasants, and 
wild ducks and geese) which were not dressed in an official plant may be brought 
into an Official plant fer grading or inspection. In order to facilitate distribu- 
tion thereof, dressed poultry from other than official plants may be brought into 
an official plant only in instances where the Service can determine that such 
dressed poultry will be adequately segregated and its form and identity main- 
tained until it is shipped from the official plant. 

§ 70.15 Inspection in official plants; ertent required. All dressed poultry 
that is eviscerated in an official plant where inspection service is maintained 
shall be processed in a sanitary manner. Dressed poultry may be eviscerated in 
such plant without inspection for condition and wholesomeness but uninspected 
and inspected operations may not be carried on simultaneously except in plants 
where processing rooms (including packing rooms) are separate or when by other 
acceptable means effective segregation of inspected and uninspected product is 
maintained. Evisceration without inspection may be conducted only if an 
inspector or governientally employed grader is on duty, at all times when such 
operations are carried on, for the purpose of (a) effecting adequate segregation 
of inspected and uninspected products, (b) control of official inspection marks 
and grade marks, and (¢) supervision of sanitation in the official plant. No un 
inspected edible products or uninspected slaughtered rabbits shall be brought 
into such plant except as may be specifically approved by the Administrator 
upon written request and only for the purpose of rehandling, reconditioning, 
packaging, freezing, marking, and further distribution and only if an inspector 
or governmentally employed grader is on duty, at all times when such operations 
are carried on, for the purpose of effecting adequate segregation of uninspected 
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and inspected products and control of official inspection marks and grade marks 

§ 70.16 Certification of dressed poultry produced under sanitary requirements 
With respect to any official plant, dressed poultry, as such, may be certified by 
a grader as having been processed, handled and packed in accordance with the 
minimum standards for sanitation, facilities, and operating procedures in official 
plants. However, in official plants which have available the services of an in- 
spector who is authorized to inspect for condition and wholesomeness, such in- 
spector is also authorized to certify dressed poultry, as such, as having been 
processed, handled, and packed in accordance with the minimum standards for 
sanitation, facilities, and operating procedures in official plants. Appropriate 
grading or inspection processing reports shall be issued with respect thereto as 
required by the regulations in this part. The bulk containers of such dressed 
poultry which has been certified as aforesaid, if to be officially identified, shall 
be marked for identification purposes as provided in § 70.94. All of the poultry 
that is processed in such official plant as dressed poultry, shall be prepared in 
accordance with the regulations in this part and under the supervision of a grader 
or inspector. 

§ 70.17 Examination of ready-to-cook poultry which was not processed in 
official plants. When approved by the Administrator, ready-to-cook poultry 
which was not processed in an official plant may be examined by a grader or 
inspector at terminal markets and other receiving points to determine (a) the 
type and condition of the containers of such poultry, (b) whether or not such 
poultry is in a frozen or fresh state, (c) the extent of visible damage in instances 
where the product has been subjected to rough and improper handling, and (d) 
the class and quantity of the product involved. Such poultry shall not be officially 
identified as a graded or inspected product. 

§ 70.18 Authority to waive provisions of $§ 70.14 and 70.15. The Adminis- 
trator is authorized to waive the provisions of §§ 70.14 and 70.15 which pertain 
to the entry of uninspected edible products into official plants, in specific instances 
where poultry is to be brought into compliance with a law under the provisions 
of a court order. Such poultry shall be handled in an official plant in accordance 
with such procedures as the Administrator may prescribe to insure proper segre- 
gation and identity of the poultry until it is shi; ped from the official plant. 


PERFORMANCE OF SERVICES 


$70.30 Licensed graders and inspectors, (a) Any person possessing proper 
qualifications as determined by an examination for competency and who is to 
perform grading service may be licensed by the Secretary as a grader. 

(b) Any person who is a Federal or State employee possessing proper quali- 
fications as determined by an examination for competency, and who is to per- 
form inspection service may be licensed by the Secretary as an inspector. 

(ce) All licenses issued by the Secretary shall be countersigned by the officer 
in charge of the poultry grading service or the poultry inspection service of the 
Agricultural Marketing Service or any other designated officer of such Service. 

§ 70.31 Suspension of license or authority; revocation. Pending final action 
by'the Secretary, the officer in charge of the poultry grading and inspection service 
may, whenever he deems such action necessary, suspend any license or authority 
effective pursuant to the regulations in this part, by giving notice of such sus- 
pension to the respective individual involved, accompanied by a statement of the 
reasons therefor. Within seven days after the receipt of the aforesaid notice and 
statement of reasons by such individual, he may file an appeal, in writing, with 
the Secretary supported by any argument or evidence that he may wish to offer 
as to why his license or authority should not be suspended or revoked. After the 
expiration of the aforesaid seven-day period and consideration of such argument 
and evidence, the Secretary will take such action as he deems appropriate witb 
respect to such suspension or revocation. When no appeal is filed within the 
prescrihed seven days the license is revoked. 

§ 70.32 Surrender of license. Each license which is suspended. or revoked, or 
has expired shall promptiv be enrrendered hv the licenses to his immediate 
superior. Upon termination of the services of a licensed grader or inspector the 
licensee shall promptly surrender his license to his immediate sunerior. 

§ 70.33 Identification. Each grader and inspector shall have in his possession 
at all times, and present upon request while on duty, the means of identifica- 
tion furnished by the Department to such person. 
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§ 70.34 Financial interest of inspectors and graders. No inspector shall in 
spect and no grader shall grade for quality any product in which be ts finan. 
cially interested. 

§ 70.35 Political activity. All graders and inspectors who are employees of the 
Department are forbidden during the period of their respective appointments, 
or licenses, to take an active part in political management or in political cam 
paigns. Political activity in city, county, State, or national elections, whether 
primary or regular, or in behalf of any party or candidate, or any measure to 
be voted upon, is prohibited. This applies to all appointees, including, but not 
being limited to, temporary and cooperative employees and employees on leave 
of absence with or without pay. Willful violation of §§ 70.30 to 70.35 will con 
stitute grounds for dismissal] in the case of appointees and revocation of licenses 
in the case of licensees. 


APPLICATION FOR GRADING SERVICE OR INSPECTION SERVIC! 


§ 70.40 Who may obtain grading service or inspection service An spplica 
tion for grading service or inspection service May be made by any interested 
person, including, but not being limited to, the United States. any State, county, 
municipality, or common carrier, and any authorized agent of the foregoing 

$70.41 How application may be made. (a) An application for inspection 
service must be made in writing and filed with the Administrator 

(b) An application for grading service to be rendered in an official plant 
must be made in writing and filed with the Administrator 

(c) An application for any grading service to be rendered other than in an 
official plant may be made in any office of grading, or with any grader at or 
nearest the place where the service is desired. Such application may be made 
orally, in writing, or by telegraph. If the application for grading service is 


made orally, the office of grading or the grader with whom the application is 


made, or the Administrator may require that the application be confirmed in 
writing. 

(d) Each application for grading service or inspection service shall include 
such information as may be required by the Administrator in regard to the 


products and premises where the service is to be rendered 

§ 70.42 Filing of application. An application for grading service or inspec 
tion service shall be regarded as filed only when made pursuant to the regulations 
in this part. 

§ 70.43 Authority of applicant. Proof of the authority of any person apply 
ing for grading service or inspection service may be required at the discretion of 
the Administrator. 

§ 70.44 Application for inspection service or grading service in official plants; 
approval. Any person desiring to process and ‘pack products in a plant under 
grading service or inspection service, or both, must receive approval of such plant 
und facilities as an official plant prior to the rendition of such service. An appli 
cation for grading service or inspection service to be rendered in an official 
plant shall be approved according to the following procedure : 

(a) Initial survey. When application has been filed for grading service or 
inspection service, as aforesaid, the area supervisor, or his assistant, shall exam- 
ine the plant, premises, and facilities and shall specify any additional or neces- 
sary facilities required for the service. Appeais with respect to any such spect- 
fication may be made to the national supervisor. 

(b) Drawings and specifications to be furnished in advance of construction 
or alterations. Four copies of drawings, consisting of floor plans of space to be 
included in the official plant, showing the locations of such features as the 
principal pieces of equipment, floor drains, hand washing facilities, hose con 
nections for clean-up purposes, cardinal points of the compass, and the routs 
of dressed poultry, and edible and inedible products through the plant, properly 
drawn to scale, shall be submitted to the regional supervisor. The official 
plant shall include toilet and dressing rooms, official space for the inspector 
and grader, store rooms for supplies used in the operations under inspection 
or grading, feeding rooms, and all rooms, compartments or passageways where 
products or any ingredients to be used in the preparation of products under inspec- 
tion service or grading service will be handled or kept, and may inelude other 
rooms or compartments located in the buildings comprising the official plant. 
If rooms or compartments shown on the drawings are not to be included as part of 
the official plant this should be clearly indicated thereon. Specifications covering 
the height of ceilings, types of principal pieces of equipment, character of floors, 
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walls, and ceilings, lighting, ventilation, water supply, and drainage, and such 
other notations as may be required, shall accompany the drawings. Construetion 
or remodeling of buildings, facilities or premises should not be initiated without 
prior approval of the drawings. Upon approval of drawings and specifications 
the application for grading service or inspection service may be approved. 

(c) Final survey and plant approval. Prior to the inauguration of the grading 
service, or inspection service, a final survey of the plant and premises shall be 
made by the area supervisor or his assistant to determine if the plant is con- 
structed and facilities are installed in accordance with the approved drawings, 
and the regulations in this part. The plant may be approved by the Administra- 
tor only when these requirements have been met, except that conditional approval 
for a specitied limited time may be granted only under emergency conditions of 
restricted availability of facilities and construction materials, provided practices 
suitable to the Administrator are employed to effect adequate sanitary conditions 
in the plant. 

$70.45 Rejection of application. Any application for grading or inspection 
service may be rejected by the Administrator (a) whenever the applicant fails 
to meet the requirements of the regulations prescribing the conditions under 
which the service is made available; (b) whenever the product is owned by or 
located on the premises of a person currently denied the benefits of the act; (c) 
where any individual holding office or a responsible position with or having 
a substantial financial interest or share in the applicant is currently denied the 
benefits of the act or was responsible in whole or in part for the current denial 
of the benefits of the act to any person: or (d) where he determines that the 
application is an attempt on the part of a person currently denied the benefits of 
the act to obtain grading or inspection service. Each such applicant shall be 
notified promptly of the reasons for the rejection. A written petition for recon- 
sideration of such rejection may be filed by the applicant with the Administrator 
within 10 days after notice of the rejection. Such petition shall state specifically 
the errors alleged to have been made by the Administrator in rejecting the 
application. Within 20 days following the receipt of such a petition for recon- 
sideration, the Administrator shall approve the application or notify the appli- 
cant of the reasons for the re‘ection thereof. 

$70.46 Withdrawal of application. Any application for grading or inspection 
service may be withdrawn by the applicant at any time before the service is 
performed upon payment by the applicant, of all expenses incurred by the 
Service in connection with such application. 

$7047 Order of service. Grading service shall be performed, insofar as 
practicable, in the order in which applications therefor are made except that 
precedence may be given to any application for an appeal grading. The service 
shall not be liable in damages accruing through acts of commission or omission 
in the administration of this part. 

$7048 Suspension of plant approval. (a) Any plant approval given pursuant 
to the regulations in this part may be suspended by the Administrator for (1) 
failure to maintain plant and equipment in a satisfactory state of repair: (2) the 
use of operating procedures which are not in accordance with the regulations 
in this part; or (3) alterations of buildings, facilities, or equipment which can- 
not be approved in accordance with the regulations in this part. 

(b) During such period of suspension inspection and grading service shall not 
be rendered. However, the other provisions of the contract for service will 
remain in effect unless terminated in accordance with the terms thereof. If 
the plant facilities or methods of operation are not brought into compliance 
within a reasonable period of time, to be specified by the Administrator, the con- 
tract shall be terminated. Upon termination of any contract providing for 
inspection or grading service in an official plant pursuant to the regulations 
in this part, the plant approval shall also become terminated, and all labels, seals, 
tags or packaging material bearing official identification shall, under the super- 
vision of a person designated by the Service, either be destroyed, or the official 
identification completely obliterated, or sealed in a manner acceptable to the 
Service. 


VIOLATIONS 


§ 70.60 Denial of service. (a) The acts or practices set forth in §§ 70.61 to 
70.66 may be deemed sufficient cause for the debarment of any person by the 
Administrator from any or all benefits of the act for a specified period after notice 
and opportunity for hearing has been accorded him. 
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(b) Whenever the Administrator has reason to believe Ubat any person, or his 
employee, agent, or representative has flagrantly or repeatedly committed any 
of the acts or practices specified in §§ 70.61 to 70.06, he may without hear 
ing, direct that the benefits of the act be denied such person pending investiga 
tion and hearing. A written petition for reconsideration of such interim de- 
nial may be filed with the Administrator by any person so denied the benefits of 
the act within 10 days after notice of the interim denial, Such 


petition shall 
state specifically the errors alleged to have been made by the 


Administrator in 


denying the benefits of the act pending investigation and hearing. Within 20 
days following the receipt of such a petition for reconsideration, the Admin 
istrator shall reinstate the benefits of the act or notify the petitioner of the rea 
sons for continued interim denial. 

§ 70.61 Visrepresentation, deceptive, or fraudulent acts or practices Anv 


wilful misrepresentation or any deceptive or fraudulent 
to be made or committed by any person in connection with 

(a) The making or filing of any application for any grading service 
tion service, appeal or regrading service ; 

(b) The making of the product accessible for grading or inspection ; 
(c) The use of any grading certificate or inspection certificate issued pursy 
to the regulations in this part or the use of any official stamp, label, or identifi 

tion: 
(ad) The use of the terms “United States.” or “U.S.” 
grade of the product ; 


act or practice Tound 


or ilispen 


in comjpunction with the 


(e) The use of any of the aforesaid terms or an official stamp, label, or iden 
tification in the labeling or advertising of any product 

(f) The use of the terms “Government graded.” “Federal-State graded,’ 
“U. S. inspected,” “Government inspected,” or terms of similar import 
labeling or advertising of any product. 

§$ 70.62 Use of facsimile forms. 


, oF 


in the 


The unauthorized use of a form which simu 
lates in whole or in part any official certificate, stamp, label. or identification 
authorized to be issued or used under the regulations in this part to e 
the inspection or grade of any product. 

$70.63 Wilful violation of the regulations 
tious in this part. 

$70.64 Interfering with a grader or inspecto Any-interference with or ob 
struction of any grader or inspector in the performance of his duties by 
dation, threat, bribery, assault or any other improper means 

$70.65 Misleading labeling. The use of the terms “Government yraded,’ 
“FPederal-State graded,” or terms of similar import in the labeling of any product 
without stating in the label the U. 
authorized grader. 

§ 70.66 Miscellaneous. The existence of any of the 
§$ 70.45 constituting 
inspection service. 


Videtlce 


Any wilful violation of the regula 


niin 


S. grade of the product as determined by an 


conditions set forth ir 
a basis for the rejection of an application for grading o1 


OTHER APPLICABLE REGULATIONS 


§ 70.80 Other applicable regulations. Compliance with the regulations in this 
part shall not excuse failure to comply with any other Federal, or any State or 
municipal, applicable laws or regulations. 


PUBLICATIONS 


§ 70.85 Publications. Publications under the act and the regulations in this 
part shall be made in the FrperAL RecGister, the Service and Regulatory An 
nouncements of the Department, and such other media as the Administrator 
may approve for the purpose. 


IDENTIFYING AND MARKING PRODUCTS 


§ 70.90 Approval of official identification. Any label or packaging material 
which bears any official identification shall be used only in such manner as the 
Administrator may prescribe. No label or packaging material bearing official 
identification may be used unless finished copies or samples of such labels and 
packaging material have been approved by the Administrator. No label bearing 
the official identification shall be printed for use until the printer’s final proof 
has been approved by the Administrator: and no label, other than labels for ship 
ping containers or institutional packs, bearing any official identification shall be 
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used until finished copies or samples of such kibels have been approved by the 
Administrator. Final approval may be given to printer's final proof or photo- 
static copies of labels for shipping containers or containers for institutional 
packs, and no such labels shall be used until such proofs or copies have been 
approved by the Administrator. A label which bears official identification shall 
not bear any statement that is false or misleading, and if labels in the name of 
the same packer or distributor, or bearing the same brand name, are used on the 
same or similar products which are prepared from products which are not in- 
spected, the diameter of the inspection mark, or combination inspection and 
grading mark, used on labels for inspected products shall be equal to at least 
one-tenth of the length of the label, plus at least one-tenth of the width of the 
abel. If the labeling is printed or otherwise applied directly on the container, 
the principal display panel of such container shall, for this purpose, be considered 
as the label. 

§ 70.91 Products that may be individually grade marked; information re- 
quired on grade mark. (a) Only ready-to-cook poultry of A, B, or C quality 
may be individually identified with a grade mark. 

(b) Except as otherwise authorized, each grade mark which is to be used 
shall conspicuously indicate the letters “USDA,” the U. S. Grade of the product 
it identifies, and, if not shown prominently elsewhere on the label, the proper 
class of the poultry or the term “mature” or “old” if the poultry is other than 
young. In addition, one of the following terms shall be included: “Graded under 
Federal-State supervision” or “Graded under U. 8S. and (State) supervision,” or 
an appropriate term of similar import. Such grade mark shall be contained 
within the outline of a shield of such design as may be approved by the 
Administrator. 

(c) Any present supply of labels approved pursuant to the applicable provi- 
sions of this part prior to the effective time of this amendment may continue 
to be used until such present supply is exhausted. 

§ 70.92 Use of grade mark and inspection mark with respect to the same 
product. The Administrator is authorized to prescribe and approve the form 
of the grade mark and inspection mark that may be used individually or in 
combination with respect to the same product. 

§ 70.93 Marking inspected products—(a) Wording and form of the inspection 
mark. Except as otherwise authorized, the inspection mark permitted to be used 
with respect to inspected and certified edible products shall include wording as 
follows: “Inspected for wholesomeness by U. S. Department of Agriculture.” 
This wording, in such form as the Administrator may prescribe or approve, 
shall be contained within a circle. The Administrator may approve the use of 
abbreviations of such inspection mark; and such approved abbreviations shall 
have the same force and effect as the inspection mark. The inspection mark 
or approved abbreviations thereof, as the case may be, may be applied to the in- 
spected and certified edible product or to the packaging material of such prod- 
uct. The inspection mark, or the approved abbreviation thereof, shall, when 
used on packaging material, be printed on such material or on a label to be 
affixed to the packaging material, and the name of the packer or distributor of 
such product must be legibly printed on the packaging material or label, as the 
case may be, excepting that on shipping containers and containers for institu- 
tional packs the inspection marks may be stenciled on the container and when the 
inspection mark is so stenciled, the name and address of the packer or distributor 
may be applied by the use of a stencil or a rubber stamp. Notwithstanding the 
foregoing, the name and address of the packer or distributor, if appropriately 
shown elsewhere on the labeling material, may be omitted from insert labels and 
giblet wrapers which bear an official identification, provided, the applicable 
plant number is shown. 

(b) Wording on labels. Each trade label approved for use pursuant to 
$$ 70.90 to 70.94 with respect to any graded or inspected and certilied edible prod- 
uct shall bear the following information: 

(1) The common or usual name of the edible product ; 

(2) The name and address of the packer or distributor, and when the name 
of the distributor is shown, it shall be qualified by such term as “packed for,” 
“distributed by.” or “distributors” ; 

(3) A statement of the net contents; 

(4) The inspection mark, or grade mark, or the combined inspection and grade 
mark ; 

(5) The plant number, if any, of the official plant in which the product was 
inspected and certified or graded: and 
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(6) A statement of ingredients, if the edible product is made up of two or more 
ingredients ; such ingredients shall be listed by their common or usual names in 
the order of descending proportion. 

(c) Formulas required. Copies of each trade label submitted for approval 
pursuant to $§ 70.90 to 70.94 shall, when the Administrator requires, be accom 
panied by a statement showing the kinds and percentages of the ingredients 
comprising the edible product with respect to which the label is to be used 
Approximate percentages may be given in cases where the percentages of ingredi 
ents may vary from time to time, if the limits of variation are stated 

(d) Wording permitted on food products containing poultry products Any 
trade label which is to be affixed to a container of any food product containing 
poultry product which is packed under the supervision of an inspector in any 
official plant may bear the phrase: “The poultry product contained herein has 
been inspected and certified at a plant where Federal inspection is maintained.” 
Fach such trade label shall also be subject to the applicable provisions of 
$§ 70.90 to TOO. 

(e) Labels in foreign languages. Atiy trade label to be affixed to a container 
of any edible products for foreign commerce muy be printed in a foreign lan 
guage. However, the inspection mark shall appear on the label in English, but, 
in addition, may be literally transiated into such foreign language. Each such 
trade label which is to be printed in a foreign language must be approved pur 
suant to §§ 70.90 to 70.94. 

(f) Use of approved labels. Trade labels approved for use pursuant to $§ 70.90 
to 70.94 shall be used only for the purpose for which approved 

§ 70.94 Marking dressed poultry which was certified as having been produced 
under sanitary requirements. The Administrator is authorized to prescribe and 
approve the manner in which dressed poultry which was processed in accordance 
with minimum standards for sanitation, facilities, and operating procedures in 
official plants may be marked for identification purposes. 


SUPERVISION OF MARKETING AND PACKAGING 


§ 70.100 Evidence of label approval. No grader or inspector shall authorize 
the use of official identification for any graded or inspected products unless he 
has on file the evidence that such official identification or packaging material bear- 
ing such official identification has been approved in accordance with the provisions 
of §§ 70.90 to 70.94. : 

§ 70.101 Affizing of official identification. (a) No official identification or 
any abbreviation, copy or representation thereof may be affixed to or placed on 
or caused to be affixed to or placed on any product or container thereof except 
by a grader or an inspector or under the supervision of a grader or an inspector 
or other person authorized by the Administrator. All such products shall have 
been inspected and certified or graded or both. The grader or inspector shall 
have supervision over the use and handling of all material bearing any official 
identification. 

(b) Each container of inspected and certified edible products to be shipped 
from one official plant to another official plant for further processing shall be 
marked for identification and shall show the following information: 

(1) The name of the inspected and certified edible products in the container; 

(2) The name and address of the packer or distributor of such product ; 

(3) The net weight of the container: 

(4) The inspection mark permitted to be used pursuant to the regulations in 
this part, unless the containers-are sealed or otherwise identified in such manner 
us may be approved by the Administrator; and 

(5) The plant number of the official plant where the products were packed. 

§$ 70.102 Removal of official identification. Official plants which receive 
dressed poultry or ready-to-cook poultry in containers which bear any official 
identification shall remove or deface such official identification upon removal 
of such poultry from the containers. 

§ 70.103 Packaging. No container which bears or may bear an inspection 
mark or any abbreviation or copy or representation thereof may be filled 
in whole or in part except with edible products which were inspected and certi- 
fied and are at the time of such filing, sound, wholesome and fit for human food. 


All such filling of containers shall be under the supervision of an inspector or 
vrader. 
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§ 70.104 Retention labels. An inspector or grader may use such labels, devices 
and methods as may be approved by the Administrator for the identification (a) 
of products which are held for further examination, and (b) all equipment and 
utensils which are to be held for proper cleaning. 

§ 70.105 Prerequisites to grading and inspection. Grading and inspection of 
products shall be rendered pursuant to the regulations in this part and under 
such conditions and in accordance with such methods as may be prescribed or 
approved by the Administrator. 

§ 70.106 Accessibility of products. Each product for which grading service 
or inspection service is requested shall be so placed as to disclose fully its class, 
quality, quantity, and condition as the circumstances may warrant. 

§ 70.107 Time of grading or inspection in an official plant. The grader or 
inspector who is to perform the grading or inspection in an official plant shall be 
informed, in advance, of the hours when such grading or inspection will be re- 
quired. Graders and inspectors shall have access at all times to every part of 
any official plant to which they are assigned. 


REPORTS 


§ 70.120 Report of inspection work and grading work. Reports of the work 
of inspection and grading carried on within official plants shall be forwarded 
to the Administrator by the inspector and grader in such manner as may be 
specified by the Administrator. 

§ 70.121 Information to be furnished to inspectors and graders. Whew in- 
spection service or grading service is performed within an official plant, the ap- 
plicant for such inspection or grading shall furnish to the inspector or grader 
rendering such service such information as may be required for the purposes of 
§§ 70.120 to 70.122. 

§ 70.122. Reports of violations. Each inspector and each grader shall report, 
in the manner prescribed by the Administrator, all violations of and noncom- 
pliance with the act and the regulations in this part of which he has knowledge. 


FEES AND CHARGES 


§ 70.130 Payment of fees and charges. (a) Fees and charges for any grading 
or inspection shall be paid by the applicant for the service in accordance with 
the applicable provisions of $$ 70.130 to 70.140 and, if so required by the Admin- 
istrator, such fees and charges shall be paid in advance. 

(b) Fees and charges for any grading or inspection performed by any grader 
or inspector who is a salaried employee of the Department shall, unless other- 
wise required pursuant to paragraph (c) of this section, be paid by check, draft, 
or money order payable to the Agricultural Marketing Service and remitted 
promptly to the Service. 

(c) Fees and charges for any grading or inspection pursuant to a cooperative 
agreement with any State or person shall be paid in accordance with the terms of 
such cooperative agreement. 

§ 70.131 Grading service on a fee basis. (a) Unless otherwise provided the 
fees to be charged and collected for any grading service (other than for an 
appeal grading) on a fee basis shall be based on the applicable rates specified 
in § 70.133. 

(b) In the event the aforesaid applicable rates specified in § 70.133 are 
deemed by the Administrator to be inadequate fully to reimburse the Service 
for all costs and other items paid or incurred by the Service in connection with 
such grading service the fees for such service shall not be based on the rates 
specified in § 70.133, but shall be based on the time required to perform such 
grading service and the travel of each grader at the rate of $4.00 per hour for 
the time actually required. 

(c) If an applicant requests that any grading service be performed on a holi- 
day or a non-work day, he may be charged for such service at a rate one and 
one-half times the rate which would be applicable for such service if performed 
on a day other than a holiday or non-work day. 

§ 70.132 Fees for appeal grading. The fees to be charged for any appeal 
grading shall be double the fee specified in the grading certificate from which 
the appeal is taken: Provided, That the fee for any appeal grading requested by 
the United States, or any agency or instrumentality thereof, shall be not more 
than that set forth in the grading certificate from which the appeal is taken. 
If the fee on the certificate from which the appeal is taken is based on a contract, 
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then the free for such appeal grading shall be double the amount specified in 
§ 70.133 for the applicable volume of product appeal graded. If the result of 
any appeal grading discloses that a material error was made in the grading 
appealed from, no fee shail be required. 

§ 70.133 Poultry grading fees. For each grading of any lot of poultry 
whether live, dressed, or ready-to-cook, the following fees shall be applicable 
except in instances where more than one lot of product is involved in a single 
grading for contract acceptance of products to be delivered to an individual 
receiver the charge for examining each lot in excess of one may be based on the 
time required at the rate specified in § 70.131 (b) 


ror 500 pounds or less____- s1 

For 501 to 1,500 pounds, inclusive 

For 1,501 to 3,000 pounds, inclusive 

For 3,001 to 6,000 pounds, inclusive 

For 6,001 to 10,000 pounds, inclusive 

For 10,001 to 15,000 pounds, inclusive 

For 15,001 to 20,000 pounds, inclusive__- 

For 20,001 to 25,000 pounds, inclusive 

For 25,001 to 30,000 pounds, inclusive 

For each additional 5,000 pounds, or fraction thereof, in excess of 30,000 
pounds.......-. 


§ 70.134 Inspection service on a fee basis. Fees to be charged and collected 
for inspection services furnished on a fee basis shall be based on the time 
required to render such service including, but not being limited to, the time 
required for the travel of the inspector, or inspectors, in connection therewith 
at the rate of $4.00 per hour for each inspector for the time actually required 

§$ 70.135 Fees for additional copies of grading certificates and inspection 
certificates. Additional copies, other than those provided for in §§ TO.171 t 
76.173, 70.201 and 70.211, of any grading certificates or inspection certificates 
may be supplied to any interested party upon payment of a fee of 81.50 for 
each set of five or fewer copies. 

§ 70.136 Travel expenses and other charges. Charges may be made to cover 
the cost of travel and other expenses incurred by the Service in connection 
vith the performance of any grading service. Such charges shall include the 
costs of travel, per diem, and other expenses, plus a charge of 10 percent of 
the amount charged for said travel, per diem, and other expenses to cover 
uinistrative costs of the Department. When travel and other expenses 
charged in connection with any grading, the minimum charge which sha 
made shall be $0.50. 

§ 70.1387 Additional charges. With respect to any grading servi 
in a freight or express car or any other place where the entire lot of the product 
is not readily accessible to the grader, a charge of $5.00 shall be made in addi 

ion to the applicable rates specified in § 70.133. 

§$ 70.138 Ona contract basis. Fees to be charged and collected for any grad 
ng service or inspection service, other than for an appeal grading, on a contract 
basis shall be those provided for in such contract. The fees to be 
any appeal grading shall be as provided in § 70.132. 

§$ 70.139 Fees for grading service or inspection service pe rformed under co 
operative agreement. The fees to be charged and collected for anv grading sery 
ice or inspection service performed under cooperative agreement shall be those 
provided for by such agreement. 

§ 70.140 Disposition of fees for inspections made 


ce performed 


charged for 


under cooperative agres 


ment. Fees for inspection under a cooperative agreement with any State 
person shall be disposed of in accordance with the terms of such agreemen 
Such portion of the fees collected under a cooperative agreement as may be due 
the United States shall be remitted to the Service. 


INSPECTION 


§ 70.150° Manner of handling products in an oficial plant. Unless otherwise 
specified in the regulations in this part or by the Administrator, products which 
are to be further processed under inspection in an official plant shall be pre 
pared and handled in such official plant under the supervision of an inspector 

§ 70.151 Ante-mortem inspection. Ante-mortem examination of poultry may 
be required by the Administrator as a prerequisite to any inspection and such 
ante-mortem examination shall be carried out under such conditions and in ac- 
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cordance with such methods as may be prescribed or approved by the Adimin- 
istrator. 

§ 70.152 Erisceration. No viscera or any part thereof shall be removed froin 
any dressed poultry which is to be processed under inspection in any Official plant, 
except at the time of evisceration and inspection. Each carcass to be eviscerated 
shall be opened so as to expose the organs and the body cavity for proper examina- 
tion by the inspector and shall be prepared immediately after inspection as ready- 
to-cook poultry. If a carcass is frozen, it shall be thoroughly thawed before being 
opened for examination by the inspector. Each carcass, or all parts comprising 
such carcass, shall le examined by the inspector: Provided, That the Administra- 
tor may, whenever he deems it advisable and under such conditions as he may 
prescribe, authorize the removal from such carcass or parts as aforesaid, of any 
part thereof prior to such inspection if such part will not be used in the prepara- 
tion of any edible product. 

§ 70.153 Carcasses heid for further examination. Each carcass, including 
all parts thereof, in which there is any lesion of disease, or other condition, which 
might render such carcass or any part thereof unfit for human food, and with 
respect to which a final decision cannot be made on first examination by the 
inspector, shall be held for further examination. The identity of each such car- 
cass, including all parts thereof, shall be maintained until a final examination has 
been completed. 

§ 70.154 Condemnation and treatment of carcasses. At the time of eviscera- 
tion under inspection service each carcass, or any part thereof, which is found to 
be unsound, unwholesome, or otherwise unfit for human food shall be condemned 
by the inspector and shall receive such treatment, under the supervision of the 
inspector as will prevent its use for human food and preclude dissemination of 
disease through consumption by animals. 

§ 70.155 Certification of carcasses. Each carcass and all parts and organs 
thereof which are found by the inspector to be sound, wholesome, and fit for hu- 
man food shall be certified as provided in this part. 

§ 70.156 Reinspection of edible products. (a) Any inspected and certified 
edible product may be brought into an official plant only if the container of such 
product is marked for identilication in the manner prescribed in § 70.101 (b) and 
the product is reinspected by an inspector at the time it is brought into such plant, 
Upon reinspection, if any such product or portion thereof is found to be unsound, 
unwholesome, or otherwise unfit for human food, such product, or portion thereof, 
shall be condemned and shall receive such treatment as that provided in § 70.154. 

(b) Any product which is prepared under inspection in an official plant shall 
be inspected in such plant as often as the inspector deems it necessary in order to 
ascertain whether such product is sound, wholesome, and fit for human food at 
the time such product leaves such plant. Upon any such inspection, if any such 
product or portion thereof is found to be unsound, unwholesome, or otherwise unfit 
for human food, such product or portion thereof shall be condemned and shall 
receive such treatment as that provided in § 70.154. 

(c) All substances and ingredients used in the manufacture or preparation of 
any edible product shall be clean, sound, wholesome, and fit for human food. 

§ 70157 Edible products for canning. Only inspected and certified edible 
products may be canned in an official plant; and such edible products shall be 
processed and handled in compliance with the following requirements : 

(a) Immediate containers (whether of metal, glass, or other material) shall 
be cleaned thoroughly by washing in an inverted position with running water of 
a temperature of at least 180° F., or by other means acceptable to the Adminis- 
trator, immediately prior to filling with edible products; and precautions shall 
be taken to avoid any subsequent soilage of the inner surfaces of such containers. 

(b) Only perfect closure is acceptable for hermetically sealed containers: and 
heat processing of the products in such containers shall follow immediately after 
closing. 

(1) Except is provided in paragraph (c) of this section, such products sball 
be so processed at such temperature and for such period of time as will insure 
preservation of the products under usual conditions of storage and transportation. 

(2) Immediately after closing, and again after the containers have cooled 
sufficiently for handling after heat processing, careful examination shall be made 
by competent plant employees of all containers to ascertain whether such con- 
tainers are perfectly sealed. The edible products in such containers as are defec- 
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tively closed or sealed shall, as promptly as practicable, be filled into other con 
tainers, hermetically sealed, and heat processed unless the containers are 
promptly placed in a cooler at a temperature not exceeding 36° F. under conditions 
that will promptly and effectively chill them. Such chilled containers of prod 
ucts shall be opened and the contents removed and reprocessed immediately after 
removal from the cooler: Provided, That if such containers remained in the cooler 
for a period of 24 hours or longer, the contents shall be inspected by an inspector 
prior to the reprocessing thereof. Failure to comply with the provisions of this 
paragraph shall subject the edible products to condemnation 

(c) After heat processing, and after the containers have cooled sufficiently for 
handling, the containers shall be examined by competent plant employees and 
shall not be passed unless showing the external characteristics of sound con 
tainers, that is, there is no bulging or slack or loose tin. 

(d) After heat processing, any containers of edible products showing char 
acteristics of short vacuum or overstuffed containers shall, when an inspector 
deems it necessary in order to determine whether spoilage of the product has 
taken place, be incubated under the supervision of an inspector, after which the 
containers shall be opened and sound products passed for food and spoiled 
products condemned. 

(e) Edible products may, when authorized by the national supervisor, an 
under such conditions as he may prescribe and approve be canned without steam 
pressure cooking, and such products, if frozen, shall be labeled “keep frozen,” an 
if they are not frozen, they shall be labeled “perishable, keep under refrigeration’ 

(f) Each lot of canned edible products shall be identified, during the handling 
preparatory to heat processing, by tagging the baskets, cases, or containers with a 
tag which will change color on going through the heat processing or by other effe 
tive means which will positively prevent failure to heat process 

(g) Facilities shall be provided to incubate at least representative samples of 
fully processed canned edible products. The incubation shall consist of holding 
the samples for at least 10 days at about 98° F. The extent to which incubatior 
tests shall be required will depend on conditions such as the efficiency of the plant 
in conducting canning operations, the kind of equipment used, and the degree of 
efficiency at which such equipment is mafmtained. 

(1) In the event the official plant fails to provide suitable facilities for incuba 
tion of test samples of any lot of fully processed canned edible products, the in 
spector in charge may require holding of the entire lot under such conditions and 
for such period of time as will, in his discretion, be necessary to ascertain the 
stability of the product. 

(2) The inspector in charge may, prior to completion of any required incuba 
tion of a representative sample, permit lots of fully processed canned edible prod 
ucts to be shipped from the official plant when he has no reason to suspect un 
soundness of such products; however, such shipments shall be made under cir 

umstances which will assure the return of the products to the plant for reinspec 
tion should such action be indicated by the incubation results. 

(h) All canned products, excepting those in glass, shall be plainly and perma 
nently marked, by code or otherwise, on the containers, with the identity of the 
contents and date of canning. If the marking is by code, its meaning shal! be on 
record in the office of the inspector in charge. 

§$ 70.158 Products contaminated by polluted water: procedure for handling 
(a) In the event there is polluted water (including, but not being limited to, flood 
water and harbor water) in an official plant, all edible products that have been 
contaminated by the water shall be condemned. 

(b) After the polluted water has receded, all walls, ceilings, posts, and floors 
of the rooms and compartments involved, including the equipment therein, shall, 
under the supervision of an inspector, be cleansed thoroughly. An adeqnate 
supply of hot water, under pressure, is essential for effective cleansing. After 
cleansing, a solution of sodinm hypochlorite containing approximately % of 1 
percent of available chlorine (5,000 parts per million), or other disinfectant 
approved by the national supervisor, shall be applied : and all metal surfaces shall 
be rinsed thoroughly with water to prevent corrosion. Any such equipment that 
will afterwards be used in connection with any edible product shall be rinsed 
thoroughly with clean water before being used. 

(c) Hermetically sealed containers of edible products which have been sub 
merged in, or otherwise contaminated by, the polluted water shall be rehandled 
promptly under supervision of an inspector as follows: 
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(1) Such of the containers as are swollen or leaky or otherwise do not show 
the external characteristics of sound containers shall be segregated and the 
contents thereof condemned. 

(2) Paper labels, if any, attached or affixed to the remaining containers shall 
be removed and the containers washed in warm soapy water: and, if necessary 
to remove rust and other foreign material, a brush shall be used. 

(3) Thereafter, such containers shall be immersed in a solution of sodium 
hypochlorite containing not less than 100 parts per million of available chlorine, 
or other disinfectant approved specifically for this purpose by the national su- 
pervisor, and rinsed in clean fresh water and dried thoroughly. Any such con- 
tainers which show extensive rusting or corrosion, such as might materially 
weaken the container, shall be opened under the supervision of an inspector. 
The edible products from such containers that are found by the inspector to be 
sound and wholesome shall be passed for human food. 

(4) The remaining containers may be relacquered, if necessary, and then 
relabeled with approved labels applicable to the edible products therein. 

(5) The identity of the canned edible products shall be maintained throughout 
all stages of the rehandling operation to insure correct labeling of the containers. 

§ 70.159 Preparation of animal food or similar uninspected articles in an 
official plant. (a) When an article (including, but not being limited to, animal 
food) that will not be prepared for use as human food is prepared in any room 
or compartment in an official plant where edible products are prepared or handled 
(such room or compartments being herein referred to as “edible products depart- 
ment”), there shall be sufficient space allotted, and adequate equipment pro- 
vided, so that the preparation of the article in no way interferes with the pre- 
paration or handling of the edible products. Where necessary, separate equip- 
ment shall be provided for the preparation of the article. To assure the main- 
tenance of the requisite sanitary conditions in the edible products department, the 
operations incident to the preparation of the articie shall be subject to the same 
sanitary requirements as apply to the edible products department. Preparation 
of the article shall be limited to those hours during which the official plant 
operates under the supervision of an inspector. The ingredients used in the 
preparation of the article shall, unless otherwise approved by the national super- 
visor, be such as may be used in the preparation of an edible product. The 
article may be stored in, and distributed from, the edible products department 
if the article is properly identified. 

(b) When any article (including, but not being limited to, animal food) that 
wili not be prepared for use as human food, is prepared in any part of an official 
plant other than an edible products department (such part of the plant being 
herein referred to as “inedible products department’), the area in which such 
article is prepared shall be distinctly separated from all edible products depart- 
ments. Edible products and inedible products may be brought from any edible 
products departinent into any inedible products department, but no edible prod- 
uct or inedible product from an inedible products department may be brought 
into an edible products department except under such conditions as may be pre- 
scribed or approved by the national supervisor. Any such articles as are in 
sealed containers or are handled in the manner prescribed or approved by the 
national supervisor may be breught into an edible products department. Diseased 
carcasses or diseased parts of any carcass shall not be used in the preparation 
of any animal food. Trucks or containers used for the transportation of edible 
products or inedible products into an inedible products department shall be 
cleaned before being returned to or brought into an edible products department. 
Sufficient space shall be allotted and adequate equipment and facilities provided 
so that the preparation of the article does not interfere with the preparation of 
edible products in the plant or the maintenance of the requisite sanitary condi- 
tions in the official plant. The preparation of any article shall be subject to 
supervision by an inspector. 

(c) The immediate container of any such article that is prepared in an official 
plant shall be conspicuously labeled so as to distinguish it from human food. 

§ 70.160 Appeal inspections; how made. Any interested party may, if dis- 
satisfied with any decision of an inspector relating to any inspection, file an 
appeal from such deciison. Any such appeal from a decision of an inspector 
shall be made to his immediate superior having jurisdiction over the subject 
matter of the appeal. Review of such appeal findings, when requested, shall be 
made by the immediate superior of the employee of the Department making the 
appeal inspection. 
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Inspection Certificates 


§ 70.170 Forms of inspection certificates. Each inspection certificate issued 
pursuant to the regulations in this part shall be approved by the Administ 
as to form, and: 

(a) Each dressed poultry inspection certificate shall show the class or classes 
of poultry, the quantity of product contained in the respective lot, and all perti 
nent information concerning the condition and wholesomeness thereof ; 

(b) Each food product inspection certificate shall show the names of the 
edible products covered by such certificate, the quantity of each such product 
such shipping marks as are necessary to identify such products, and all pertinent 
information concerning the condition and wholesomeness thereof; 

(c) Each export certificate shall show the respective names of the exporter 
and the consignee, the destination, the shipping marks, the numbers of the export 
stamps attached to the edible products to be exported and covered by the certi! 
cate, and the names of such products and the total net weight thereof 

§$ 70.171 Issuance and disposition of dressed poultry inspection certificates 
(a) Upon the request of an interested party, any inspector is anthorized to issue 
a dressed poultry inspection certificate with respect to any lot of dressed poultry 
inspected by him. Each certificate shall be signed by the inspector who made the 
inspection covered by the certificate, and if more than one inspector participated 
in the nspection of the lot of poultry, each such inspector shall sign the certificate 
with respect to such lot. 

(b) The original of each inspection certificate, issued pursuant to §$§ 70.170 to 
70.174, and not to exceed three copies thereof, shall, immediately upon issuance, 
be delivered or mailed to the applicant or person designated by him. One copy 
shall be filed in the office of the area supervisor serving the area in which the 
inspection was performed, and the remaning copies to be disposed of in su 
manner as the Administrator may approve. Additional copies of any such certifi- 
cate may be furnished to any interested party as provided in § 70.135. 

§ 70.172 Food product inspection certificates; issuance and disposition. (a) 
Upon the request of an interested party, any inspector is authorized to issue a 
food product inspection certificate with respect to any inspected and certified 
edible product after suitable examination of the product has been made by the 
inspector. 


ater 


(b) The original of each food product inspection certificate, and not to exceed 
two copies thereof, if requested, shall immediately upon issuance, be delivered 
or mailed to the applicant or person designated by him. Another copy shall be 
filed in the office of the area supervisor serving the area in which such certificate 
was issued, and one copy shall be forwarded to the Administrator. The last 
named two copies shall be retained until otherwise ordered by the Administrator. 

§ 70.173 Export certificates ; issuance and disposition. (a) Upon the request 
of an exporter, any inspector is authorized to issue an export certificate with 
respect to the shipment to any foreign country of any inspected and certified 
edible product after suitable examination of the product has been made by the 
inspector. 

(b) Each export certificate shall be issued in quintuplicate; the original shall 
be delivered to the exporter who requested such certificate; and the duplicate 
copy shall be delivered to the agent of the railroad or other carrier transporting 
such products from the United States. The triplicate copy of such export certifi- 
cate shall be forwarded to the Administrator; the quadruplicate copy shall be 
filed in the office of the area supervisor serving the area in which such export 
certificate was issued ; and the memorandum copy shall be retained by the inspec- 
tor for filing. The last named three copies shall be retained until otherwise 
ordered by the Administrator. 

§ 70.174 Advance information. Upon the request of an applicant, all or part 
of the contents of any inspection certificate issued to such applicant may be tele- 
phoned or telegraphed to him, or to any person designated by him, at his expense. 


GRADING 


§ 70.180 General. Grading service performed with respect to any «\antity 
of products shall, as the case may require, be on the basis of an examination, 
pursuant to the regulations in this part, of each unit thereof or of each unit in 
the representative sample thereof drawn by a grader. Whenever the grading 
service is performed on a representative sample basis, such samonle shall be drawn 
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and consist of not less than the minimum number of containers as indicated 
in the following table: 


| Minimum number of containers comprising a representative sample] 


Containers 
Containers in lot: in sample 
teas ie i i i ssa, citadel ort lopli teenie bie {*} 
4 to 20, inclusive 3 
21 to 50, inclusive 5 
D1 to 140, inclusive 
oe ii a is is cipitation 
1 All containers. 
2 Five percent of the number of containers in the lot. 


§ 70.181 Live poultry. Grading service performed with respect to any quan- 
tity of live poultry shall, as the case may require, be on the basis on an exami- 
nation, pursuant to regulations in this part, of each unit thereof or of each 
unit in the representative sample thereof drawn by a grader. Such poultry 
may be identified with official identification on a lot basis only. 

§ 70.182 Dressed poultry and ready-to-cook poultry—(a) In an official plant. 
Grading service performed in an official plant with respect to dressed poultry or 
ready-to-cook poultry shall, as the case may require, be on the basis of each 
individual carcass or on a representative sample basis. 

(1) Only such ready-to-cook poultry which has been inspected and certified 
pursuant to the regulations in this part or which has been inspected and passed 
by any other inspection system which is acceptable to the Administrator, may 
be graded. 

(2) Only such ready-to-cook poultry which has been graded on an individual 
carcass basis may be individually identified with the appropriate grade mark, 
and any container of such ready-to-cook poultry may also be so identified. The 
grading of ready-to-cook poultry with respect to the factors of fleshing and 
fat covering and the determination of the class of the poultry shall be performed 
prier to the disjointing or cutting up of the carcass. Grading with respect 
to the other factors of quality may be performed after the carcass has been 
disj \inted or cut up. 

(3) Only the bulk containers of dressed poultry may be identified with 
the appropriate grade mark even though the grading may have been performed 
on an individual carcass basis. 

(b) At terminal markets and other receiving points. Grading service per- 
formed with respect to dressed poultry or ready-to-cook poultry at terminal 
markets or other receiving points may be on a representative sample basis. 
Only such dressed poultry which was processed in an official plant may be 
identified with a grade mark. Except as otherwise provided for in institutional 
contract specifications pursuant to § 70.11 only ready-to-cook poultry which 
was inspected and certified and is marked with the inspection mark or in 
accordance with the provisions of § 70.101 (b) may be graded. The grade mark 
shall not be applied to uninspected ready-to-cook poultry. 


Basis of Acceptability of Other Official Inspection Systems 


§$ 70.190 General. Any poultry inspection system may be deemed to be 
acceptable to the Administrator which (a) is conducted under the authority 
of laws, ordinances, or similar enactments of the State, county, city, or other 
political subdivision in which is located the official plant at which the ready-to- 
cook poultry is prepared and submitted for grading service: and (b) imposes 
at least the requirements set forth in § 70.181: Provided, That no such inspec- 
tion system shall be deemed acceptable to the Administrator with respect to 
any official plant in which ready-to-cook poultry is prepared if he finds at any 
time that such requirements are not adequately enforced. 

§ 70.191 Requirements as to manner of inspection. (a) The inspection shall be 
made by a State, county or city inspector who is a qualified veterinarian or under 
the sunervision of a qualified veterinarian. All such inspectors shall be em- 
ployed by the State, county, city, or other political subdivision in which the official 
plant is located. : 

(b) The inspection shall include post-mortem examination of each poultry car- 
cass during the evisceration operation. 

(c) All carcasses which show evidence of disease or any other condition which 
may render them unwholesome or unfit for food shall be condemned and shall 
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be destreved for feed purpeses under the supervision of an inspector. Hach 
carcass avd part thereef which has Been inspected and passed or containers of 
curcasses 6r parts thereef*shall bear the identifying inspection symbel of the 
other official inspection system and the marking devices or labels shall be in the 
custody of the inspector at all times 

$ 70.192 Determining compliance with § 70.191. A qualified veterinary suyx 
visor of the poultry grading service of the Service shall investigate the manner of 
operation of the inspection system to determine the adequacy of the post-morte 
examination and the compliance with the requirements contained in $§ 70.190 | 
70.192 prior to approving the official plant for the grading of ready-to-cook poultry 
This supervisor as well as any official graders who may be stationed in the official 
plant shall periodically observe the inspection operations in the 


tl 


official pliant 
to determine whether the requirements of §§ 70.190 to 70.192 are being met. I 
at any time the inspector fails to enforce the requirements as set forth in th: 
inspection system, grading service may be withdrawn from the official plant 


Grading Certificates 


§ 70.200 Forms. Grading certificates (including appeal grading certificates and 
regrading certificates) shall be issued on forms approved by the Administrator 


§ 70.201 Jssuance and disposition. 


(a) Each grader shall issue a grading certificate covering each product graded 
except that with respect to products graded on a contract basis certificates may 
be issued pursuant to a request therefor by the applicant or the Service 

(b) The original of each grading certificate, issued pursuant to §§ 70.200 to 
70.202, and not to exceed three of the copies thereof, shall, immediately upon 
issuance, be delivered or mailed to the applicant or person designated by him 
One copy shall be filed in the office of grading which serves the area in which the 
grading service was performed, and the remaining copies shall be disposed of in 
such manner as the Administrator may approve. Additional copies of any such 
certificate may be furnished to any interested party as provided in § 70.155 

§ 70.202. Advance information. Upon the request of an applicant, all or part 
of the contents of any grading certificate issued to such applicant may be tele 
phoned or telegraphed to him, or to any person designated by him, at his expense. 


Regrading 


§ 70.210 Application for regrading of a graded product. An application for 
a regrading of any previously graded product may be made at any time by any 
interested party, and such application shall clearly state the reasons for request 
ing the regrading. The provisions of the regulations relative to grading service 
shall apply to regrading service. 

§ 70.211 Regrading certificates. Immediately after a regrading has been 
completed, a regrading certificate shall be issued showing the results of such 
regrading; and such certificate shall thereupon supersede, as of the time of 
issuance of the regarding certificate, the grading certificate previously issued for 
the product involved. Each regrading certificate shall clearly set forth the 
number and date of the grading certificate which it supersedes. The provisions 
of §§ 70.200 to 76.202 shall, whenever applicable, also apply to regrading cer 
tificates except that copies of such regrading certificates shall be furnished each 
interested party of record. 

Appeal Grading 


§ 70.220 Application for appeal grading. An application for an appeal grad 
ing may be made by any interested party who is dissatisfied with any determi 
nation stated in any grading or regrading certificate only if the identity of the 
product, or representative sample thereof, on the basis of which a determination 
Was made has not been lost, and such application for the 
within two days following the day on which the grading 
approval by the Administrator, the time within which 
appeal grading may be made may be extended. 

§ 70.221 How to obtain appeal grading. Appeal grading may be obtained by 
filing a request therefor (a) with the Administrator, (b) with the grader who 
issued the grading certificate with respect to which the appeal grading is re 
quested, (¢) with the immediate superior of such grader, or (d) with the officer 
in charge of any office of grading. The application for appeal grading shall 
Clearly state the reasons therefor and may be accompanied by a copy of the 


appeal grading is made 
was performed. Upon 
an application for an 
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aforesaid grading certificate or any other information the applicant may have 
secured regarding the product, at the time of grading, from which the appeal 
is requested. Such application may be made orally (in person or by telephone), 
in writing, or by telegraph. If made orally, written confirmation may be 
required. 

§ 70.222 Record of filing time. A record showing the date and hour when 
each such application for appeal grading is received shall be maintained in such 
Inanner as the Administrator may prescribe. 

§ 70.2238 When an application for an appeal grading may be refused. Not- 
withstanding the provisions of § 70.220, if it appears to the Administrator that 
the reasons for an appeal grading are frivolous or not substantial, or that the 
quality or condition of the products has undergone a material change since the 
grading from which the appeal is made, or the identical products that were 
examined to ascertain the grade thereof cannot be made accessible for reexami- 
tion, or the act or regulations in this part have not been complied with, the 
Administrator may refuse the applicant’s request for the appeal grading; and 
such applicant shall be promptly notified of the reason for such refusal. 

§ 70.224 When an application for appeal grading may be withdrawn. An 
application for appeal grading may be withdrawn by the applicant at any time 
before the appeal grading is made upon payment, by the applicant, of all expenses 
incurred by the Service in connection with such application. 

§ 70.225 Who shall perform the appeal grading. An appeal grading of any 
graded product shall be made by any grader (other than the one from whose 
grading the appeal is made) designated for this purpose by the Administrator ; 
and, whenever practicable, such appeal grading shall be conducted jointly by two 
such graders. 

§ 70.226 Appeal grading by immediate superior. Notwithstanding the pro- 
visions of §§ 70.220 to 70.228, whenever the immediate superior of a grader has 
evidence that such grader incorrectly graded a product, such superior shall 
immediately make a regrading of the product. 

§ 70.227 Order of performance of appeal gradings. Appeal gradings shall be 
performed, insofar as practicable, in the order in which applications therefor are 
received : and any such application may be given precedence pursuant to § 70.47. 

§ 70.228 Appeal grading certificates. Immediately after an appeal grading has 
been completed, an appeal grading certificate shall be issued showing the re- 
sults of such appeal grading. Such certificate shall thereupon supersede the 
grading certificate for the product involved and such supersedure shall be effec- 
tive as of the time of issuance of the grading certificate with respect to which 
the appeal is made. Each appeal grading certificate shall clearly set forth the 
number and the date of the grading certificate which it supersedes. The provi- 
sions of §§ 70.200 to 70.202 shall, whenever applicable, also apply to appeal 
grading certificates except that copies of such appeal grading certificates shall 
be furnished each interested party of record. 


Superseded Certificates 


§ 70.235 Superseded certificates. Whenever any grading certificate is super- 
seded in accordance with the regulations in this part such certificate shall become 
null and void as of the effective time of supersedure. If the original and all 
copies of such superseded certificate are not delivered to the person issuing the 
regrading certificate or appeal grading certificate, he shall notify such persons 
as he considers necessary to prevent fraululent use of the superseded certificate. 


SANITARY REQUIREMENTS 


General 





§ 70.240 Minimum standards for sanitation, facilities, and operating proce- 
dures in official plants. Except as otherwise provided in this part the provisions 
of §§ 70.240 to 70.287 shall apply with respect to grading service and inspection 
service in all official plants other than with respect to the grading of live poultry. 
The table set forth in § 70.287 indicates some of the types of material which 
may be used in the construction of equipment, utensils and facilities for use in 
the plant. 

§ 70.241 Authority of Administrator to amend minimum standards for sanita- 
tion, facilities, and operating procedures in official plants. The Administrator is 
authorized to amend the provisions in §§ 70.240 to 70.287; and such amended 
provisions shall be applicable to official plants. 
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Buildings and Plant Facilitics 


§ 70.250 Buildings. The building shall be of sound construction and kept h 
good repair, and shall be of such construction as to prevent the entrance or har 
boring of vermin. 

(a) Outside openings. (1) The doors, windows, skylights and other outs 
openings of the plant, except receiving rooms and feeding rooms, shall be | 
tected by properly fitted screens or other suitable devices, against the entrance 
flies and other insects. 

(2) Outside doors, except in receiving rooms and feeding rooms, shall be so 
hung that not over 4 inch clearance remains when closed. Screen doors shall 
open toward the outside of the building. Doors shall be provided with self 
closing devices where necessary to prevent the entry of vermin into processing 
and storage rooms. 

§ 70.251 Rooms and compartments. Rooms, compartments or receptables 
used for edible products shall be separate and distinct from inedible products 
departments and from rooms where live poultry is held or slaughtered. Separate 
rooms shall be provided when required for conducting processing operations in a 
sanitary manner; and all rooms shall be of sufficient size to permit the installa 
tion of the necessary equipment for processing operations and the conduct of 
such operations in a sanitary manner, 

(a) Rooms for separate operations. The official plant should have separate 
rooms for each of the following operations depending upon the various types 
of operations conducted; but in no case shall the receiving or feeding of live 
poultry or killing operations be permitted in rooms in which eviscerating opera 
tions are performed: 

(1) The receiving and feeding of live poultry. 

(2) Killing, scalding, and roughing operations. 

(3) Pinning, finishing, and chilling and packing operations for dressed poult: 

(4) Evisceration operations. Final pinning of dressed poultry and chilling 
and packaging of edible products may be performed in this room, Openings in 
walls for conveyor lines are permissible. 

(5) Inedible products departments. 

(6) Refuse rooms. Separate refuse room, or other equally adequate facili 
ties, shall be required in eviscerating plants and in other plants where accu 
mulations of refuse occur. 

(b) Rooms for holding carcasses for further inspection. Rooms and com 
partments in which carcasses or parts thereof are held for further inspection 
shall be in such numbers and such locations as the needs of the inspection in 
the plant may require. These rooms and compartments shall be equipped with 
locks and keys and the keys shall not leave the custody of the inspector in 
charge of the plant. All such rooms and compartments shall be marked con 
spicuously with the word “retained” in letters not less than 2 inches high. 

(c) Coolers and freezers. Coolers and freezers of adequate size and capacity 
shall be provided to reduce the internal temperature of dressed poultry and 
ready-to-cook poultry prepared and otherwise handled in the plant to 36° F. 
within 24 hours unless other cooling facilities are available. 

(d) Refuse rooms. Refuse rooms shall be entirely separate from other rooms 
in the plant, shall have tight fitting doors and be properly ventilated. 

(e) Storage and supply rooms. The storage and supply rooms shall be in 
good repair, kept dry, and maintained in a sanitary condition. 

(f) Boiler room. The boiler room shall be a separate room, if necessary, to 
prevent its being a source of dirt and objectionable odors entering any room 
where dressed poultry or edible products are prepared, processed, handled, 
and stored. 

(g) Inspector’s office. Furnished office space, including, but not being limited 
to, light, heat and janitor service shall be provided rent free in the official plant, 
for the exclusive use for official purposes of the inspector or grader and the 
Service. The room or rooms set apart for this purpose must meet the approval! 
of the area supervisor and be conveniently located, properly ventilated and 
provided with lockers or cabinets suitable for the protection and storage of 
supplies and with facilities suitable for inspectors and grades to change clothing. 

(h) Toilet rooms. Toilet rooms, opening directly into rooms where poultry 
products are exposed shall have self-closing doors and shall be ventilated to the 
outside of the building. 

§ 70.252 Floors, walls, ceilings, etc. The floors, walls, ceilings, partitions, posts, 
doors and other parts of all compartments shall be of such material, construc- 
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tion, and finish as will make them susceptible of being readily and thoroughly 
cleaned. 

(a) Floors. (1) All floors, except those in receiving rooms and feeding rooms 
and floors which are kept dry, shall be constructed of hardened concrete, or of 
tile laid closely together with impervious joint material, or of other similar 
impervious material and kept in good repair. 

(2) The floors in killing, ice-cooling, ice-packing, and eviscerating rooms shall 
be graded to permit runoff with no standing water and in new construction 
and renovated plants the pitch shall be not less than 4% inch per foot to drains. 

(3) In new construction the junction of the wall with the floor shall be coved 
on a radius of not less than 2 inches and the window ledges shall be set at an 
angle of approximately 45°, and all upper horizontal surfaces shall be kept to a 
minimum. 

(hb) Ceilings and walls. (1) Ceilings and walls in rooms and compartments 
where exposed edible products are processed, handied or stored shall have tiled, 
enameled, or other smooth surface impervious to moisture. 

(2) Cooler and freezer rooms shall have interior surfaces impervious to 
moisture so as to permit thorouch cleaning. 

(c) Blood disposal. (1) Adequate facilities shall be provided for the disposal 
of blood in a sanitary manner. 

(2) When bleeding troughs are used they shall be long enough to catch the 
blood during the bleeding process and shall be cleaned daily. Such troughs 
shall be installed so as to pitch at least % inch per foot toward a smooth metal 
catch basin or basins, of sufficient capacity for a day’s operation at peak pro- 
duction, or shall be flushed continuously. 

§ 70.253 Draining and plumbing. There shall be an efficient draining and 
plumbing system for the plant and pretnises. 

(a) Drains and gutters. All drains and gutters shall be properly installed with 
approved traps and vents. The drainage and plumbing system must permit the 
quick run-off of all water from plant buildings, and surface water around the 
plant and on the premises; and all such water shall be disposed of in such a 
manner as to prevent a nuisance or health hazard. 

(b) Sewerage and plant wastes. (1) The sewerage system shall have ade- 
quate slope and capacity to remove readily all waste from the various processing 
operations and to minimize, and if possible to prevent stoppage and surcharging 
of the system. 

(2) Grease traps which are connected with the sewerage system shall be suit- 
ably located but not near any edible products department or in any area where 
products are unloaded from, or loaded into vehicles. To facilitate cleaning 
such traps shall have inclined bottoms and be provided with suitable covers. 

(3) In new construction, toilet soil lines shall be separate from house drain- 
age lines to a point outside the buildings; and drainage from toilet bowls and 
urinals shall not be discharged into a grease catch basin. 

(4) All floor drains shall be equipped with traps, constructed so as to mini- 
mize clogging; and the plumbing shall be installed so as to prevent sewerage 
from backing up and from flooding-the floor. 

(5) Floor drainage lines should be of metal and at least 4 inches in diameter 
and open into main drains of at least 6 inches in diameter and shall be properly 
vented to the outside air. 

(6) In new construction, valley or gutter drains shall have concave bottoms 
or the junctions of the sides and the bottoms shall be coved. 

(7) Where refrigerators are equipped with drains, such drains should be prop- 
erly trapped and should discharge through an air gap into the sewer system. 
All new installations and all replacement of refrigerators equipped with drains 
shall meet these requirements. 

§ 70.254 Water supply. The water supply shall be ample, clean, and potable 
with adequate pressure and facilities for its distribution in the plant. and its 
protection against contamination and pollution. 

(a) Hot water at a temperature not less than 180° F. shall be available for 
sanitation purposes. 

(b) Hose connections with steam and water mixing valves or hot water hose 
connections shall be provided at convenient locations throughont the plant for 
cleaning purposes. 

(c) The refuse rooms shall be provided with adequate facilities for washing 
refuse cans and other esuipment in the rooms; and the rooms, cans, and equip- 
ment shall be cleaned after each day's use. 

§ 70.255 Lavatory accommodations. Modern lavatory accommodations, and 
properly located facilities for cleaning utensils and hands shall be provided. 
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(a) Adequate lavatory and toilet accommodations 
imited to, running hot water and cold water, soap, and t 
Such accommodations shall be in or near toilet and 
such other places in the plant as may be essential to 
sonnel handling products 

(b) Sufficient metal containers shall be provided for used towels 
wastes. 

(c) An adequate number of hand washing facilities serving areas where dt 
poultry and edible products are prepared shall be operated by other thar 
operated controls, or shall be of a continuous flow type which provides 
quate tlow of water for washing hands. 

(d) Durable signs shall be posted conspicuously in each toilet room and 
room directing employees to wash their hands before returning to work 

(e) Adequate toilet facilities shall be provided and the following formula 
serve as a basis for determining the adequacy of such facilities 


Perscns of same sex: 
1 to 15, inclusive 
16 to 35, inclusive 
36 to 55, inclusive 
6 to SO, inclusive 
For each additional 30 persons in excess of SO 


Urinals may be substituted for toilet bowls but only to 
total number of bowls stated 


$ 70.756 Lighting and ventilation... There shall be ample light, either natu 
ral or artificial or both, of good quality and well distributed, and sufficient ven 
tilation for all rooms and compartments to insure santitary conditions 

(a) All rooms in which poultry is killed, eviscerated, or otherwise process 
shall have at least 30 foot candles of light intensity on all working surfaces 
except that at the grading and inspection stations such light intensity shall 
be of 50 foot candles. In all other rooms there shall be provided at least 
foot candles of light intensity when measured at a distance of 30 inches from 
the floor. 

(b) All rooms shall be adequately ventilated to eliminate objectionable odors 
and minimize moisture condensation. 


Equipment and Utensils 


§$ 79.270 Hqauipment and utensils. Equipment and utensils used for the prep 
aration, processing, or otherwise handling any product in the plant shall be 
suitable for the purpose intended and shall be of such material and construction 
as will facilitate their thorough cleaning and insure cleanliness in the prepa 
ration and handling of products. Insofar as it is practical, equipment and uten 
sils shall be made of metal or other impervious material. Trucks and recep 
tacles used for handling inedible products shall be of similar construction 
shall be conspicuously and districtly marked and shall not be used for handling 
any edible products. 

(a) Batteries. Batteries should be constructed entirely of metal and have 
metal dropping pans so as to permit proper and complete washing and cleat 
ing. Batteries that are not made entirely of metal shall be replaced wit! metal 
batteries whenever replacement becomes necessary. 

(b) Refuse containers. Metal refuse containers with covers shall be pro 
vided: and such containers shall be kept covered. 

(c) Sealding equipment. (1) Sealding equipment, tank or spray type, shall 
he made of metal and have smooth surfaces and be of such construction as to 
permit proper and complete washing and cleaning. 

(2) The scalding tanks, when used, shall be constructed as to prevent con 
tamination of potable water lines and to permit water to enter continuously 
at the rate of %4 gallon per bird per minute and to flow out through an overflow 

(3) The overflow outlets in scalding equipment shall be of sufficient size to 
permit feathers and water to be carried off. 

(4) The overflow, draw-off valves and sediment basin drain shall discharge 
into a floor or valley drain, or onto the floor in close proximity to a floor or 
valley drain. 

(d) Mechanical pickers. When necessary, safety guards shall be installed 
around moving machine parts of mechanical pickers, and such guards shall be 
of such construction as not to be difficult or laborious to remove or to keep 
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clean. Sheet metal or metal grills fastened down with sufficient bolts and wing 
nuts are preferable. 

(e) Was finishing. When wax dipping is used, metal troughs shall be provided 
to catch the wax removed from the dipped poultry. Acceptable facilities and 
methods shall be employed in reclaiming the wax. 

(f) lee chilling vats. (1) Chilling vats or tanks used for chilling dressed 
poultry should be, and all replacements thereof and all chilling vats or tanks 
used for chilling ready-to-cook poultry shall be, made of metal or other hard- 
surfaced impervious material. 

(2) lee shovels shall be smooth surfaced and made of metal. 

(2) Grading and packing bins. Where grading bins are used for poultry, 
they shall be of sufficient number and capacity to handle the grading adequately 
without the use of makeshift bins; and all dressed poultry shall be kept off the 
floor. Grading bins may be made of metal or enameled wood and shall be con- 
structed and maintained in such a manner as to allow easy and thorough clean- 
ing. All replacements of such bins shall, however, be of metal. 

(h) Rooms. Except as otherwise provided herein, all equipment and utensils 
used in the killing, roughing,' pinning, chilling and packing rooms shall be of 
metal or other impervious material and constructed so as to permit proper and 
complete cleaning. 

(i) Conveyors. (1) Conveyors used in the preparation of ready-to-cook 
poultry shall be of metal or other acceptable material and of such construction 
as to permit thorough and ready cleaning and easy identification of viscera with 
its carcass and so designed as will present each carcass or all parts thereof in a 
way that will permit adequate and efficient inspection. 

(2) Overhead conveyors shall be so constructed and maintained that they will 
not allow grease, oil, or dirt to accumulate on the drop chain or shackle which 
shall be of non-corrosive metal. 

(3) Non-metallic belt-type conveyors used in moving edible products shall be 
of water-proof composition. 

(4) When individual trays or other acceptable equipment are not used dur- 
ing eviscerating operations, each carcass shall be suspended and a metal trough 
shall be provided beneath the conveyor to extend from the point where the car- 
cass is opened to the point where the viscera has been completely removed, and 
such troughs shall be flushed continuously by a water spray. 

(j) Tables. Inspection, eviscerating, and cutting tables shall be made of 
metal and have coved corners and be so constructed and placed to permit thor- 
ough cleaning. 

(k) Plants lacking conveyors. In plants where no conveyors are used, each 
eareass shall be eviscerated in an individual metal tray of seamless construction. 

(1) Water spray washing equipment. Water spray washing equipment with 
sufficient water pressure to thoroughly and efficiently wash carcasses shall be 
used for washing carcasses inside and ont. 

(m) Waste receptacles. Watertight metal receptacles shall be used for en- 
trails and other waste resulting from preparation of eviscerated poultry. ° 

(n) Trucks and receptacles for diseased carcasses. Watertight trucks and 
receptacles for holding or handling diseased carcasses and diseased parts of 
eareasses shall be so constructed as to be readily and thoroughly cleaned : such 
trucks and receptacles shall he marked in a conspicuous manner with the word 
“condemned” in letters not less than 2 inches high and, when required by the 
inspector in charge, shall be equipped with facilities for locking and sealing. 

(0) Freezing rooms. Freezing rooms should be adequately equipped to freeze 
ready-to-cook poultry solid in less than 60 hours. Freezing rooms shall be equip- 
ped with floor racks or pallets and fans to insure air circulation. 

(p) Cooling racks. Cooling racks should be made of metal and be readily 
accessible for thorough washing and cleaning. All replacements of cooling racks 
shall be made of metal. 

§ 70.271 Accessibility. All equipment shall be so placed as to be readily ac- 
cessible for all processing and cleaning operations. 

(a) Mechanical pickers. When used in the plant, mechanical pickers shall 
be so installed as to be accessible for thorough cleaning and removal of the ac- 
eumulation of feathers. 

§ 70272 Restrictions on use. Equipment and utensils used in the official 
plant shall not be used outside the official plant except under such conditions as 
may be prescribed or approved by the national supervisor, and equipment used in 
the preparation of any article (including, but not being limited to, animal food), 
from inedible material shall not be used outside of the inedible products depart- 
ment except under such conditions as may be prescribed or approved by the 
national supervisor. 
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faintenance of Sanitary Conditions and Precautions A sr ¢ 


fi 
P; oducts 


$ 70.280 General. The premises shall be kept free f: refuse ‘ ‘ 
terials, and all other sources of objectionable odors and condition 
§ TO.2S1 Cleaning of rooms and compartments Rooms, partinents, « 


other parts of the official plant in which products are handled 
kept clean and in sanitary condition 
(a) All feathers, blood, offal, birds or parts of birds too sever 


ind kept x! « 


be salvaged, and all discarded containers and other materials 
disposed of daily : 

(b) All windows, doors, and light fixtures in the official plant shall be 
clean, 


shall be con ele 


(¢) All docks and rooms shall be kept clean and free from debris and 
equipment and utensils. 

(d) Live poultry receiving docks and receiving rooms shall be of s 
struction as readily to permit their thorough cleaning 

(e) Floors in feeding rooms shall be cleaned with such regularity 
necessary to maintain them in a sanitary condition. 

(f) The killing, roughing, and pinning room shall be kept clean and free from 
offensive odors at all times. 

(g) The walls, floors, and all equipment and utensils used in the killing, rough- 
ing, and pinning room shall be thoroughly cleaned after each day’s operation 

(h) The floors in the killing, roughing, and pinning room shall be cleaned 
frequently during roughing and finishing operations and be kept reasonably 
free from accumulated blood, feathers, manure, water, and dirt 

(i) All equipment in the toilet and locker room, as well as the room itself, 
shall be kept clean, sanitary, and in good repair. 

(j) Cooler and freezer rooms shall be free from objectionable odors of any kind 
and shall be maintained in a sanitary condition (including, but not being limited 
to, the prevention of drippings from refrigerating coils onto products). 

§ 70.282. Cleaning of equipment and utensils. Equipment and utensils used 
for preparing or otherwise handling any product shall be kept clean and in a 
sanitary condition and in good repair. 

(a) Batteries and dropping pans shall be cleaned regularly and the manure 
removed from the plant daily. 

(b) The feed mixer shall be cleaned daily. 

(c) Sealding tanks shall be completely emptied and thoroughly cleaned as 
often as may be necessary but not less frequently than once a day. 

(d) Ice shovels shall be kept clean, free of corrosion, and shall be stored off 
the floor. 

(e) All equipment and utensils used in the killing, roughing, and pinning rooms 
shall be thoroughly washed and cleaned after each day’s operation. The chilling 
and packing room and equipment and utensils used therein shall be maintained 
in a clean and sanitary condition. 

(f) Graders’ and packers’ gloves and grading bins shall be washed daily and 
used only for grading or packing, as the case may be. 

(g) Chilling vats or tanks shall be emptied and rinsed after each use. They 
shall be thoroughly cleaned once daily. 

(h) When frozen poultry is to be defrosted in water, adequate facilities (tanks, 
vats, or racks) shall be provided, including continuous running tap water of 
sufficient volume to thaw such poultry. Such poultry shall not be thawed in 
still water and the thawing tanks shall be emptied and rinsed after each use. 
The tanks shall be throughly cleaned once daily. If water is heated, it shall 
not be heated above 70° F. Thawing tanks shall be equipped with properly in- 
stalled overflow pipes to discharge over a floor drain or a valley drain. Where 
mechanical devices are not used for removing thawed carcasses from thawing 
tanks, the tanks shall be of a size as will enable employees to remove poultry 
without getting inside the tanks. 

(i) When synchronized overhead conveyors and tray conveyors are used, the 
trays shall be completely washed and sanitized after being automatically 
emptied of inedible viscera. 

(j) When.a conveyor tray operation is used, such trays shall be of metal of 
seamless construction and shall be completely washed and sanitized after 
each use. 

(k) Tables, shelves, bins, trays, pans, knives, and all other tools and equip- 
ment used in the preparation of ready-to-cook poultry shall be kept clean and 
sanitary at all times. Cleaned equipment and utensils shall be drained on racks 
and shall not be nested. 


uch con 


as may be 
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(1) Drums, cans, tanks, vats, and other receptacles used to hold or trans- 
port dressed poultry, or eviscerated poultry, shall be kept in a clean and sanitary 
condition. 

§ 70.283 Operations and procedures. Operations and procedures involving 
the preparation, storing, or handling of any product shall be strictly in accord 
with clean and sanitary methods. 

(a) There shall be no handling or storage of materials which create an objec- 
tionable condition in rooms, compartments, or other places in the plant where 
any product is prepared, stored, or otherwise handled. 

(b) The pinning and finishing operations shall be performed in a part of the 
room that is away from the killing and roughing operations. 

(¢) Blood from the killing operation shall be confined to a relatively small 
area and kept from being splashed about the room. 

(d) In finishing and cleaning dressed poultry, the carcass shall be singed, 
feed shall be removed from the crop, and the fecal material in the cloaca shall 
be removed by venting, and such operations shall be completed prior to or during 
the tinal washing but prior to chilling and packaging of such dressed poultry. 
Notwithstanding the foregoing, dressed poultry which is to be eviscerated in an 
official plant within 72 hours from time of slaughter may, when approved by 
the Service be transferred by conveyor or operational type container or other 
approved means to such official plant prior to removal of the feed in the crop. 

(e) The head of each dressed poultry carcass shall be washed thoroughly to 
remove feed from the mouth and blood from the head and mouth. 

(f) In the final washing the carcass shall be passed through a system of sprays 
providing an abundant supply of fresh clean water either under pressure or 
scrubbing action. 

(g) Grading and packaging. Dressed poultry may be graded and packaged 
in the killing, roughing, pinning, chilling, and packing room; however, such poul- 
try shall be graded and packed in an area of the room which is well isolated 
from the killing and roughing operation. 

(h) The floors in the eviscerating room shall be kept clean and reasonably 
dry during eviscerating operations and free of all refuse. 

(i) Plant operations shall be conducted in such a manner as will result in 
sanitary processing, proper inspection, and wholesome properly prepared ready- 
to-cook poultry. 

(j) Mechanized packaging equipment shall be maintained in good sanitary 
condition. 

(k) All offal resulting from the eviscerating operation shall be removed as 
often as necessary to prevent the development of a nuisance. 

(1) Paper and other material used for lining barrels or other containers in 
which products are packaged shall be of such kinds as do not tear readil¥Y during 
use, but remain intact when moistened by the product. Wooden containers to be 
used for packaging poultry shall be fully lined except when the individual birds 
to be packaged therein are fully wrapped. 

(m) Protective coverings shall be used for the product in the plant and as it is 
distributed from the plant, as will afford adequate protection for the product 
against contamination by any foreign substance (including, but not being limited 
to, dust, dirt, and insects), considering the means intended to be employed in 
transporting the product from the plant. 

(n) Containers to be used for packaging dressed poultry and ready-to-cook 
poultry shall be clean, free from objectionable substances or odors and of suffi- 
cient strength and durability to adequately protect the product during normal 
distribution. Dressed and ready-to-cook poultry, other than that which is to be 
ice packed, shall be adequately drained to remove ice and free water prior to 
packing and packaging. 

(0) Refuse may be moved directly to loading docks only for prompt removal. 

(p) Cleanliness and hygiene of personnel. (1) All employees coming in con- 
tact with dressed noultry, exposed edible products, or edible products handling 
equipment shall wear clean garments and shall keep their hands clean at all times 
while thus engaged. 

(2) Hands of employees handling dressed poultry or edible products or edible 
products handling equipment shall be free of infected cuts, boils, and open sores at 
all times while thus engaged. 

(3) Every person after each use of toilet or change of garments shall wash 
his hands thoroughly before returning to duties that require the handling of 
dressed poultry or edible products, or containers therefor, or edible products 
handling equipment. 
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(4) Neither smoking nor chewing of tobacco shall be pert 
where exposed edible products are prepared, processed 

§ 70.284 Temperatures and cooling and freezing procedures Temperatures 
and procedures which are necessary for cooling and freezing dressed and ready-to 
cook poultry, including all edible portions thereof, shall be in accordance w 
sound operating practices which insure the prompt removal of the 
and as will maximize the preservation of the quality and condition of the poults 

(a) General cooiing requirements All dressed poultry and ready-to-cook 
poultry that is prepared in the official plant shall be cooled immediately afte: 
processing. If such pouitry is to be shipped from the plant in packaved forn 
the poulrty shall be cooled to and maintained at a temperature of 40° F. or less 
prior to shipment from the plant, except that if it is to be held in excess 
of 24 hours it shall be held at 36° F.. and except that with respect to poultry 
which is to be frozen immediately, the Administrator may approve upon written 
request, the shipment of packaged dressed and ready-to-cook poultry from the 
plant prior to cooling to 40° F. or less if such poultry is handled in accordance 
With subparagraphs (1) and (2) of this paragraph 

(1) Poultry, within two hours from the time of slaughter, shall be placed 
in a plate freezer or a freezer with a functioning circulating air system where a 
temperature of —20° F. or lower is maintained. The poultry shall be stacked 
in a manner which will permit adequate circulation of air sround the individual 
containers, and such poultry shall remain therein until completely frozen 

(2) The plant and freezer shall be so located and the necessary arrangements 
inide so that the inspector or grader will have access to the freezing room and 
adequate opportunity to determine compliance with the time and temperature 
requirements specified in subparagraph (1) of this paragraph 

(ly) fee and water chilling. (1) Only ice manufactured or produced fron 
potable water may be used for ice-water chilling. The ice shall be handled and 
stored in a sanitary manner. If of block type, the ice shall be washed by 
spraying all surfaces with clean water before crushing. Metal ice crushers 
shall b> cleaned at least once daily. 


(2) Enough clean crushed ice shall be used in vats or tanks to assure 


’ 


nt ite 


chilling of poultry within the time specified in subparagraph (3) of 


i 
piragraph 

(3) Poultry carcasses weighing less than 4 pounds shall be chilled to 40° F 
or below in less than 4 hours: carcasses weighing 4 to 8 pounds shall be chill 
to 40° F. or below in less than 6 hours; and carcasses weighing more than 8 
pounds shall be chilled to 40° F. or below in less than 8 hours, 

(4) In order to facilitate Continuous processing operations, dressed and 
ready-to-cook poultry may be held overnight in chilling tanks containing ice 
and water of a teluperature of 40° F. or less, but in no case may poultry, whether 
in dressed or ready-to-cook form, be held in direct contact with water and ice 
for longer than 24 hours from the time of completion of dressing or evisceration 
If dressed or ready-to-cook poultry is to be held in chill tanks for longer periods 
than specified herein, it shall be properly repacked with crushed ice in clean 
tanks which are continually drained, and during this holding period, the internal 
temperature of the poultry shall be maintained at or below 40° F. 

(c) Air chilling. In air chilling, dressed poultry shall be placed in a refrig 
erated room with moderate air movement and a temperature which will reduce 
the internal temperature of the carcasses to 40° F. or less within 24 hours. In 
air chilling ready-to-cook poultry, the internal temperature of the carcasses 
shall be reduced to 40° F. or less within 16 hours. 

(d) Other chilling procedures. Any other chilling procedure which will effect 
chilling in a manner equal to that obtained by the procedures herein set forth, 
may be permitted when approved by the Administrator. 

(e) Cooling giblets. Giblets shall be chilled to 40° F. or lower within two 
hours from the time they are removed from the inedible viscera except that when 
they are chilled with the carcass by immediate entry into a freezer, the time and 
temperature requirements set forth in paragraph (a) (1) of this section shall 
apply. Any of the acceptable methods applicable to the chilling of the poultry 
careass may be followed in cooling giblets except that unwrapped livers shall 
not be chilled in ice and water slush but may be chilled in direct contact with 
chipped ice or snow in containers which are continually drained. Giblet wrap 
ping materials and procedures shall be such as will permit draining of the giblets 
prior to packaging of the ready-to-cook carcass. 

(f) Freezing. (1) Poultry which has been chilled to 40° F. or below prior to 
packaging and is to be frozen shall be placed into a freezer within 48 hours from 
time of packaging. However, if such poultry is held for longer than 24 hours 
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from time of slaughter before it is placed in the freezer it shall be held at 36° F. 
or lower. 

(2) The freezing operation for dressed poultry shall be accomplished in such 
it manner as to bring the internal temperature of the birds in the center of the 
package to 0° F. or below within 96 hours from the time of entering the freezer ; 
whereas, ready-to-cook poultry shall be frozen in a manner so as to bring the 
internal temperature of the birds at the center of the package to 0° F. or below 
within 72 hours from the time of entering the freezer. 

(3) Warm packaged poultry which is to be chilled by immediate entry into a 
freezer within the official plant shall be handled in compliance with the time and 
temperature requirements set forth in paragraph (a) (1) of this section. 

(4) Frozen poultry shall be held under conditions which will maintain the 
product in a solidly frozen state with temperature maintained as constant as 
possible. Freezer temperatures of —10° F. are preferable for holding frozen 
poultry. 

(g) Ice-pack containers. When poultry is ice packed in barrels or other con- 
tainers, the barrels and containers shall be covered and shall have an adequate 
pumber of drain holes to permit the water to drain out. 

§ 70.285 Vermin. Every practicable precaution shall be taken to exclude 
flies, rats, mice, and other vermin from the official plant. Dogs, cats, and other 
pets shall be excluded from rooms where edible products and dressed poultry are 
processed, handled and stored. 

§ 70.286 Use of compounds. Only such germicides, insecticides, rodenticides, 
detergents or wetting agents or other similar materials may be used as will not 
contaminate or deleteriously affect the edible product. The use of such com- 
pounds shall be in a manner satisfactory to the Administrator. 

§ 70.287 Exclusion of diseased persons. No person affected with any com- 
municable disease (including. but not being limited to, tuberculosis) in a trans- 
missible stage shall be permitted in any room or Compartment Where exposed or 
unpacked dressed poultry or edible products are prepared, processed, or otherwise 
handled. 

§ TO288 Table showing types of materials. 


Stain- 
less , Gal- Copper Porce- 
Equipment, utensils, and facilities Iron Rubber Con- steel Alum- | van- (tin- | lain or 
crete and inum | ized | plated) | glazed 
monel iron tile 
metal 
Batteries : A A A a 
Overhead conveyors A A A é 
Convevor track A A A 2 
Shackle chain A A 
Shackles A A 
Blood trough A A A A A 
Sealding vat A A A 
Mechanical pickers A A A A A 
Mechanical scrubber A A A A A 
Wax dipping tank A A A A 
Trough for catching wax A A A \ 
Water-spray cooling chamber A A A 
Opening trough A A A 
Eviscerating pans A A A 
Inspection table (those parts which 
come in contact with product) A A A 
Eviscerating trough A A A 
Framework (of equipment) A A A 
Inside and outside washer A A A A A 
Gizzard, heart, and liver trimming 
tables__- A A A : 
efrosting trucks A A A eel 
lefrosting tanks ; ; A A A A 
Cooling racks A A A Je 
Tanks or vats and other equipment 
used for cooling products . A A A A asa 
Above-the-floor grease traps A A A - 
Utensils for handling edible products A A A 3 A 
Boning and cooling tables, cutting 
surfaces - ae ; A | A A caeicancsaiclh ne Sinmoisail 
Cooking kettles _ - wheacl. “a oo ania A A A Eo Uigebdees 


! 
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SUBPART B—UNITED STATES CLASSES, STANDARDS, AND GRADES } l’o 
UNITED STATES CLASSES OF LIVE POULTRY, DRESSER PO RY, AND READY “ 
POULTRY 

§ 70.300) General. The provisions of §§ 70.300 to 70.306 apply to live p 
dressed poultry, and individual carcasses of ready-to-cook poultry, in deter hing 


the kind of poultry and its class. The kinds of poultry are as follows: Chickens 
turkeys, ducks, geese, guineas, and pigeons 

§ 70.501 Chickens. The following are the various classes of chickens 

(a) Broiler or fryer. A broiler or fryer is a young chicken (usually unde 
weeks of age), of either sex, that is tender-meated with soft, pliable, smo 
textured skin and flexible breastbone cartilage 

(b) Roaster. A roaster is a young chicken (usually under 8 months of age 
of either sex, that is tender-meated with soft, pliable, smooth-textured skin a1 
breastbone cartilage that is somewhat less flexible than that of a broiler or frye 

(¢) Capon. A capon is an unsexed male chicken (usually under 10 months of 
age) that is tender-meated with soft, pliable, smooth-textured skin 

(d) Stag. <A stag is a male chicken (usually under 10 months of age) w 
coarse Skin, somewhat toughened and darkened flesh, and considerable hardening 
of the breastbone cartilage. Stags show a condition of fleshing and a degree of 
maturity intermediate between that of a roaster and a cock or old rooster 

(e) Hen or stewing chicken or fowl. A hen or stewing chicken or fowl is 
mature female chicken (usually more than 10 months old) with meat less tence 
than that of a roaster, and nonflexible breastbone. 

(f) Cock or old rooster. A cock or old rooster is a mature male chicken 
coarse skin, toughened and darkened meat, and hardened breastbone 

§ 70.302 Turkeys. The following are the various classes of turkeys 

(a) Fryer or roaster. A fryer or roaster is a young immature turkey (usuall 
under 16 weeks of age), of either sex, that is tender-meated with soft, pliabl 
smooth-textured skin, and flexible breastbone cartilage 

(bh) Young hen turkey. A young hen turkey is a young female turkey (Cusuall 
under S months of age) that is tender-meated with soft, pliable, smooth-textured 
skin, and breastbone cartilage that is somewhat less flexible than in a turkey 
fryer or roaster. 

(c) Young tom turkey. A young tom turkey is a young male turkey (usual 
under 8 months of age), that is tender-meated with soft, pliable, smooth-textured 
skin and breastbone cartilage that is somewhat less flexible than in a turke 
fryer or roaster. 

(d) Hen turkey. A hen turkey is a fully matured female turkey (usual) 
over 10 months of age) that is less tender-meated than a young hen turkey 
has a hardened breastbone, and many have coarse-textured skin and patch 
areas of surface fat. 

(e) Tom turkey. A tom turkey is a mature male turkey (usually over 10 
months of age) with coarse skin, toughened flesh, and hardened breastbone 

§ 70.303 Ducks. The following are the various classes of ducks: 

(a) Broiler duckling or fryer duckling. A broiler duckling or fryer duckling 
is a young duck (usually under 8 weeks of age), of either sex, that is tender 
meated and has a soft bill and soft windpipe. 

(b) Roster duckling. A roaster duckling is a young duck (usually under 16 
weeks of age), of either sex, that is tender-meated and has a bill that is not 
completely hardened and a windpipe that is easily dented. 

(c) Mature duck or old duck. A mature duck or an old duck is a duck (usu 
ally over 6 months of age), of either sex, with toughened flesh, hardened bill, ar 
hardened windpipe. 

§ 70.304 Geese. The following are the various classes of geese: 

(a) Young goose. A young goose may be of either sex, is tender-meated, and 
has a windpipe that is easily dented. 

(b) Mature goose or old goose. A mature goose or old goose may be of either 
sex and has toughened flesh and hardened windpipe. 

§ 70.305 Guineas. The following are the various classes of guineas: 

(a) Young guinea. A young guinea may be of either sex and is tender-meated 

(b) Mature guinea or old guinea. A mature guinea or an old guinea may be 
of either sex and has toughened flesh. 

§ 70.306 Pigeons. The following are the various classes of pigeons: 
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(a) Squab. 
tender-meated. 


(b) Pigeon. A pigeon is a mature pigeon of either sex, with course skin and 
toughened flesh. 


A squab is a young, immature pigeon of either sex, and is extra 


UNITED STATES STANDARDS FOR QUALITY OF LIVE POULTRY 
General 


§ 70.320 General. (a) the United States standards for quality of individual 
live birds contained in §§270.320 to 70.328 are applicable only to poultry of the 
kinds and classes set forth in §§ 70.300 to 70.306. 

(b) Birds showing evidence of any disease or other condition which may ren- 
der them unwholesome or unfit for human food shall not be included in any 
of the quality designations specified in §§ 70.820 to 70.328. 

(c) The following factors are considered in ascertaining the quality of an 
individual bird: (1) Health and vigor; (2) feathering; (3) conformation; (4) 
fleshing; (5) fat covering; and (6) the degree of freedom from defects. 


Standard of Quality 


§ 70.325 A Quality or No. 1 Quality. ‘To be of A Quality or No. 1 Quality the 
live bird: 

(a) Is alert, has bright eyes, and is of good health and vigor. 

(b) Is well feathered, with feathers showing luster or sheen and quite thor- 
oughly covering all parts of the body ; however, there may be a slight scattering 
of pinfeathers. 

(¢) Is of normal physical conformation except that it may have a slightly 
curved breastbone or other slight abnormality in the shape of the breastbone 
which does not interfere with the normal distribution of the flesh. The bird 
may also have a slightly curved back. There may be a dent in the breastbone 
which does not exceed 144 inch in depth except that for turkeys the depth does 
not exceed 14 inch. 

(qd) Has a well developed, moderately broad and long breast that is well 
fleshed throughout its entire length; and the thighs and backs are well covered 
with flesh according to the age and sex of the bird. 

(e) Has the breast, back, hips, and pin bones well covered with fat, except that 
a fryer (whether chicken or turkey) and a young tom turkey may have only a 
moderate amount of fat covering these parts, and a hen, stewing chicken, or fowl 
does not have excessive abdominal fat. 

(f) Is free from tears and broken bones; however, it may have slight scratches, 
slight skin bruises, and slight callouses (i. e., slightly thickened, hardened, and 
darkened areas of skin over the breastbone), if these conditions do not materially 
affect the appearance of the bird, especially the breast. 
scaly shanks. 

§ 70.326 B Quality or No. 2 Quality. To be of B Quality or No. 2 Quality the 
live bird: 

(a) Is of good health and vigor. 

(b) Is fairly well feathered (i. e., some feathers may be lacking on some parts 
of the body); however, there may be a moderate number of pinfeathers. 

(c) Is of norma! physical conformation except that it may have a slightly 
crooked breastbone which does not seriously interfere with the normal distribu- 
tion of the flesh. It may also have a moderately crooked back and slightly mis- 
shapen legs and wings. 

(da) Is fairly well fleshed in relation to length and depth of body, with all parts 
fairly well covered with flesh according to the age and sex of the bird. 

(e) Has sufficient coverage of fat on breast and legs to prevent a distinct ap- 
pearance of the flesh through the skin; however, a hen, stewing chicken, or fowl 
may have excessive abdominal! fat. 

(f) Is free from tears, broken bones, severe breast blisters, heavy callouses 
(i. e., thickened, hardened, and darkened areas of skin over the breastbone) and 
seriously scaly shanks; however, it may have moderate skin bruises and slight 
flesh bruises. 

§ 70.327 C Quality or No. 3 Quality. <A live bird that does not meet the re- 
quirements of B Quality or No. 2 Quality may be of C Quality or No. 3 Quality 
and such bird may: 

(a) Be lacking in vigor. 

(b) Have a large number of pinfeathers over all parts of its body and com- 
plete lack of plumage feathers on the back. 


It may also have slightly 
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(c) Have definite deformities (including, but not 
breastbone, hunchback, and slight crippling) 

(d) Have a poorly developed, narrow breast and thin covering of flesh over 
ill parts of its bods 

(e) Have only a small amount of fat in the feather tracts and is complets 
lacking in fat on back and thighs: and 

(f) Have skin bruises, small or moderate flesh bruises, and severe bres 
blisters: however, it has no broken bones 

§ 70.328 “Reject.” The term “Reject” is not a standard of quality within 
purview of § § 70.320 to TO.327: however, such term may be used with respect 
an individual live bird to indicate that it is affected by, or shows evidence of, any 
disease or condition (including, but not being limited to, large flesh bruises, sever: 
discolorations, severe injury, and emaciation) which may render the bird unfit 
for human food, 

UNITED STATES GRADES FOR LIVE POULTRY 


$ 70.330 General. (a) The United States grades for live poultry conta 
in § § 70.330 to TO.377 are applicable to live poultry of the kinds and classes 
forth in § § 70.300 to 70.306 and are based upon United States standards 
quality as set forth in § § 70.820 to 70.328. 

(b) Birds showing evidence of any disease or other condition which may 
der them unwholesome or unfit for human food shall not be included in an 
the grade designations specified in § § T0.330 to TO.337 

(c) All terms in the United States standards for quality, as set forth in 
70.320 to 70.328 shall, when used in § § 70.330 to TO.338, have the same meat 
us When used in the standards. 

Grade x 


$ 70.335 U.S. Grade A or U.S. No. 1. Any lot of live poultry may be desig 
nated as U. S. Grade A or U.S. No. 1 if at least 90 percent, by count. of the birds 
are of A Quality or No. 1 Quality and the remainder are of B Quality or No. 2 
duality. When more than one container comprises the lot, no container shall 
have more birds of B Quality or No. 2 Quality than that specified in the following 
table: 


[When lot consists of more than 1 container] 


Grade Number of birds in 


ft 


container 


? 
U. 8. Grade A or U. 8. No. 1--- bicae te ; to 20, inclusiy 
to 25, inclusive 
26 or more 


§ 70.336 U. S. Grade B or U.S. No. 2. Any lot of live poultry may be desig 
nated as U. S. Grade B or U.S. No. 2 if at least 90 percent, by count, of the birds 
are of B Quality or No. 2 Quality, or better, and the remainder are of C Quality, 
or No. 3 Quality. When more than one container comprises the lot, no container 
shall have more birds of C Quality or No. 3 Quality than that specified in the 
following table: 

[When lot consists cf more than 1 container] 


Maximum 
Number of birds in number of 

Grade container io aeaatee on 
, s qual 


Less than 10 

10 to 15, inclusive 
U.S. Grade B or U.S. No. 2._-- : 16 to 20, inclusive 

21 to 25, inclusive 


(0 or mor 
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§ 70.337 U.S. Grade C or U.S. No. 3. Any lot of live poultry may be desig- 
nated as U. 8S. Grade C or U. 8S. No. 3 if it consists of birds of not less than 
C Quality or No. 3 Quality. 

§ 70.338 “No Grade’. The term “No Grade” is not a grade within the mean- 
ing of §§ 70.350 to 70.337. Such term may be applied to any lot of live poultry 
if such lot contains any birds of less than C Quality or No. 3 Quality or has not 
been graded in accordance with §§ 70.330 to 70.337. 


UNITED STATES STANDARDS FOR QUALITY OF DRESSED POULTRY AND KEADY-TO-COOK 
POULTRY 


General 
§ 70.550 General. (a) The United States standards for quality contained in 
§§ 70.350 to 70.358 are applicable to individual carcasses of dressed poultry and 
ready-to-cook poultry of the kinds and classes set forth in §§ 70.300 to 70.306. 

(b) Careasses found to be unsound, unwholesome, or unfit for food shall not 
be included in any of the quality designations specified in §§ 70.350 to 70.358. 
If the carcass is dressed poultry, determination of unsoundness or unwholesome- 
ness Will be based on external characteristics only. 

(c) The quality designations specified in §§ 70.350 to 70.358 may not be made 
applicable to dressed poultry that is not free from the following conditions : 
Dirty head; bloody head; dirty carcass; bloody carcass; dirty vent; dirty feet; 
fan feathers on the wing tips; garter feathers around the hock joints; neck 
feathers ; and, if the crop is not removed, feed in the crop. 

(d) The A Quality designation may not be made applicable to any poultry 
earcass if the poultry was wet picked in such a manner that the skin has been 
damaged by extended immersion in, or high temperature of, the water which 
resulted in immediate discoloration or may result in later objectionable dis- 
coloration. 

(e) The following factors are considered in ascertaining, pursuant to $§ 70.350 
to 70.358, the quality of an individual carcass: (1) Conformation; (2) fleshing: 
(3) fat covering; (4) the degree of freedom from pinfeathers and vestigial 
feathers (i. e., hair or down, as the case may be): (5) the degree of freedom from 
tears. cuts (including, but not being limited to, any cut for the removal of the 
crop). disjointed bones, and broken bones; (6) the degree of freedom from dis- 
colors tions of the skin and of the flesh and of blemishes and bruises of the skin 
and tiesh: and (7) the degree of freedom from freezer burn. 

(f) In interpreting the respective requirements specified in $$ TO.850 toa TO.3858 
for A Quality, B Quality, and C Quality, the intensity, aggregate area involved 
and locations of (1) discolorations (whether or not caused by dressing opera- 
tion), (2) bruises, (3) pinfeathers, and (4) freezer burn, as such defects indi- 
vidually, or in combination, detract from the general appearance of the carcass, 
will be considered in determining the particular quality of an individual carcass. 

(g) A carcass which has a defect may be graded after the defective portion has 
been removed, and the fact that a portion of the carcass has been removed will 
not be considered in determining the quality of the balance of the carcass, if 
the remaining portion of the carcass is to be disjointed and packed as parts in 
the official plant where graded. 


STANDARDS FOR QUALITY OF CHICKENS, Ducks, GUINEAS, AND PIGEONS 


§ 70.353 <A Quality. To be of A Quality the carcass: 

(a) Is of normal physical conformation except that it may have a slightly 
curved breastbone or other slight abnormality in the shape cf the breastbone 
which does not interfere with the normal distribution of the flesh. The carcass 
may also have a very slightly curved back. There may be a dent in the breast- 
bone which does not exceed 14 inch in depth. 

(b) Has a well-developed, moderately broad and long breast, well-fleshed 
throughout its entire length. with the flesh carrying sufficiently well up to the 
crest of the breastbone so that the breastbone is not prominent. The legs are 
well covered with flesh. 

(c) Has the breast, back, hips, and pin bones well covered with fat except 
that chicken broilers or fryers may have only a moderate amount of fat covering 
these parts, and a hen, stewing chicken, or fowl] does not have excessive abdominal 
fat. 
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(d) Is practically free from pinfeathers and vestigal feathers, especially o1 
the breast, if the carcass is dressed poultry If the carcass is ready-to 
poultry, it is free from protruding pinfeathers, practically free from 
truding pinfeathers and vestigal feathers, especially on the breast 

(e) Is free from skin tears and cuts on the breast and legs : howeve! 
on the carcass there may be tears and cuts (exclusive of the it 
to remove the neck and viscera in the production of eviscerat ’ 
aggregate length of which does not exceed 1144 inches. There are no sewn 
or cuts. The carcass has no disjointed bones or broken bones except that 
may have one disjointed bone in either a leg or wing but only if there is no ev 
dence of a related bruise or blood clot; and, if the carcass is a chicken broiler or 
fryer, it may have one nonprotruding broken bone i na wing in addition to suc! 
disjointed bone but only if there is no evidence of a related bruise or blood clot 
The wing tips may have been removed. 

(f) Is free from bruises and discolorations of the flesh on the brea 
however, elsewhere on the carcass there may be bruises and discolorati 
flesh showing not more than a slightly reddish color the aggregate are: 
does not exceed the area of a circle one-half inch in diameter. The carcass is fre 
from skin bruises on the breast and legs, showing not more than a slightly reddisl 
color, the aggregate area of which exceeds the area of a circle one-half inch in 
diameter, and from slightly reddish skin bruises, elsewhere on the carcass, the 
aggregate area of which exceeds the area of a circle three-fourths inch in diam 
eter. Notwithstanding the foregoing, the total aggregate area, on the breast an 
legs, of all such flesh bruises, skin bruises, and all other discolorations and 
blemishes of the skin, is not in excess of the area of a circle 1 inch in diameter 
and elsewhere on the carcass such total aggregate area is not in excess of the 
area of a cirele 114 inches in diameter. The skin may show only slight redden 
ing in the feather follicles on the neck, near the head, and on the wings becauss 
of improper bleeding. 

(g) Shows only slight freezer burn, or evidence thereof (i. e., a few pockmarks, 
or evidence thereof, none of which exceeds the area of a circle one-eighth inch in 
diameter). 

§ 70.354 B Quality. To be of B Quality the carcass: 

(a) Is of at least practically normal physical conformation except that 
may have a dented, curved, and slightly crooked breastbone which does not 
seriously interfere with the normal distribution of flesh. The carcass may also 
have a moderately crooked back or moderately misshapen legs or wings. 

(b) Is sufficiently well-fleshed on the breast and legs so as to prevent a thir 
appearance and a prominent breastbone. 

(c) Has a sufficient coverage of fat on the breast and legs to prevent a distinct 
appearance of the flesh through the skin. 

(d) Has not more than a slight scattering of pinfeathers and vestigial feathers 
over the entire carcass with only relatively few on the breast, if the carcass 
dressed poultry. If the carcass is ready-to-cook poultry, it is free from protrud 
ing pinfeathers, but may have not more than a few scattered nonprotruding pin 
feathers and vestigial feathers. 

(e) Is free from tears and cuts on the breast and legs, the aggregate length 
of which exceeds 114 inches; however, elsewhere on the carcass there may be tears 
and cuts (exclusive of the cuts usually made to remove the neck and viscera in 
the production of eviscerated poultry), the aggregate length of which does not 
exceed 3 inches. There are no sewn tears or cuts. Three areas of skin, not ex 
ceeding an aggregate total of % inch in diameter, may have been removed fron 
the breast and legs and a small area of back skin (not exceeding the width of 
the feather tract on the back and extending from the base of the tail no farther 
than the hip bones) may have been removed: Provided, That, the aggregate 
diameters of the removed skin shall be included within the total aggregate lengths 
of cuts and tears permitted on the breast and legs, and elsewhere on the carcass, 
respectively. The carcass may have not more than a total of two disjointed bones 
in either the legs or wings, or both, but only if there is no evidence of a related 
bruise or blood clot, and, in addition, one broken bone in a leg or wing but onl) 
if it is nonprotruding and does not show an excessive related bruise or blood clot. 
The wing tips may have been removed and if the carcass is ready to cook, the fore- 
arm (second joint) of the wing or wings, and the tail (pygostyle) may have been 
removed. 

(f) Is free from bruises and discolorations of the flesh on the breast and legs, 
showing not more than a slightly darkened color which in the aggregate is in 
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excess of the area of a circle ‘4 inch in diameter; however, elsewhere on the 
carcass there may be bruises and discolorations of the flesh the aggregate area of 
Which does not exceed the area of a circle 14% inches in diameter. The carcass 
is free from skin bruises, on the breast and legs showing not more than a 
moderately reddish color, the aggregate area of which exceeds the area of a 
circle *% inch in diameter, and from moderately reddish skin bruises, elsewhere 
on the carcass, the aggregate areas of which exceeds the area of a circle 1% 
inches in diameter. Notwithstanding the foregoing, the total aggregate area on 
the breast and legs of all such flesh bruises, skin bruises, and all other discolora- 
tions and blemishes of the skin is not in excess of the area of a circle 14% inches 
in diameter: and elsewhere on the carcass such total aggregate area is not in 
excess of the area of a circle 3 inches in diameter. The skin may show not more 
than moderate reddening in the feather follicles on the neck, near the head, and 
on the wings and thighs because of improper bleeding. 

(g) Shows no more than moderate freezer burn, or evidence thereof, on any 
part of the carcass but there shall be no dried areas in excess of the area of a 
circle 14 inch in diameter. 

§ 70.355 C Quality. A carcass that does not meet the requirements of B 
Quality may be of C Quality and such carcass may : 

(a) Be of abnormal physical conformation (i. e., possess serious abnormal 
physical conditions, including, but not being limited to, a crooked breastbone) 
if itis fairly well fleshed. . 

(b) Be poorly fleshed. 

(c) Be lacking in fat covering, over all parts of the carcass. 

(d) Have numerous pinfeathers and vestigial feathers scattered over the en- 
tire carcass, if the carcass is dressed poultry: if ready-to-cook poultry, the 
carcass is free from protruding pinfeathers but may have a few vestigial 
feathers and may have nonprotruding pinfeathers that do not seriously detract 
from the appearance of the carcass. 

(e) Have torn skin, and areas of missing skin, disjointed bones, and 
broken bones but only if there is no evidence of a related severe bruise or 
blood clot. There are no sewn tears or cuts. Wing tips may have been removed, 
and if the carcass is ready-to-cook, the wings and tail may have been removed. 

(f) Have numerous and large discolored areas or blemishes of the skin 
which may be accompanied by some reddening and darkening of the flesh be- 
neath, if such disclored areas and blemishes do not render any part of the 
carcass unfit for food. 

(g) Show more than moderate freezer burn or evidence thereof (including, but 
not being limited to, numerous pockmarks or large dried area) on any part 
of the carcass. 


STANDARDS FOR QUALITY OF TURKEYS AND GEESE 


§ 70.356 A Quality. Tobe of A quality the carcass: 

(a) Is of normal physical conformation except that it may have a slightly 
curved breastbone or other slight abnormality in the shape of the breastbone 
which does not interfere with the normal distribution of the flesh. The carcass 
may also have a very slightly curved back. There may be a dent in the 
breastbone which does not exceed 14 inch in depth. 

(b) Has a well-developed, moderately broad and long breast, well-fieshed 
throughout its entire length, with the flesh carrying sufficiently well up to the 
crest of the breastbone so that the breastbone is not prominent; and, with 
respect to young tom turkeys, there may be a slight thickening and slight pouchi- 
ness of the skin on the forepart of the breast. The legs are well covered with 
flesh. 

(c) Has the breast, back, hips, and pin bones well covered with fat except 
that young tom turkeys may have only a moderate amount of fat covering these 
parts, and a turkey fryer or roaster may be somewhat lacking in fat covering. 

‘d) Is practically free from pinfeathers and vestigial feathers, especially 
on the breast, if the carcass is dressed poultry. If the carcass is ready-to- 
cook poultry, it is free from protruding pinfeathers, practically free from 
nonprotruding pinfeathers and vestigial feathers, especially on the breast. 

(e) Is free from skin tears and cuts on the breast and legs; however, else- 
where on the carcass there may be tears and cuts (exclusive of the cuts usually 
made to remove the neck and viscera in the production of eviscerated poultry) 
the aggregate length of which does not exceed 3 inches. There are no sewn tears 
or cuts. The carcass has no disjointed bones or broken bones except that it may 
have one disjointed bone in either a leg or wing but only if there is no evidence 
of a related bruise or blood clot. The wing tips may have been removed. 
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(f) Is free from bruises and disclorations of the flesh on the breast and ie 
however, elsewhere on the carcass there may be bruises and disclorations of the 
flesh showing not more than a slightly reddish color the aggregate area of whic! 
does not exceed the area of a circle 1 inch in diameter. The carcass is free 
from skin bruises showing not more than a slightly reddish color, on the breas 
and legs, the aggregate area of which exceeds the area of a circle 


- 


% inch 
diameter, and from slightly reddish skin bruises, elsewhere on the carcass, th 
aggregate area of which exceeds the area of a circle 1‘, inches in diameter 
Notwithstanding the foregoing, the total aggregate area, on the breast and legs 
of al) such flesh bruises, skin bruises, and alt other disclorations and bletmishes of 
the skin, is not in excess of the area of a circle 2 inches in diameter; and else 
where on the carcass such total aggregate area is not in excess of the area 
a circle 3 inches in diameter. The skin may show only slight reddening in t! 
feather follicles on the neck, near the head, and on the wings because of in 
proper bleeding. 

(zg) Shows only slight freezer burns, or evidence t}-reof (i. e., a few pockmar! 
or evidence thereof, none of which exceeds the area of a circle 
diameter ). 

§ 70.357 B Quality. To be of B Quality the carcass: 

2) Is of at least practically normal physical conformation except that 
may have a dented, curved, and slightly crooked breastbone which does not 
ously interfere with the normal distribution of flesh. The carcass may a 
have a moderately crooked back or moderately misshapen legs or wings 

(bh) It is sufficiently well-fleshed on the breast and legs so as to prevent a thin 
appearance and a prominent breastbone ; however, a young tom turkey may have 
pouchy, thick, and somewhat flabby skin on the forepart of the breast 

(c) Has a sufficient coverage of fat on the breast and legs to prevent a distinct 
appearance of the flesh through the skin. 

(d) Has not more than a slight scattering of pinfeathers and vestigial feath 
ers over the entire carcass with only relatively few on the breast, if the car 
cass is dressed poultry. If the carcass is ready-to-cook poultry, it is free from 
protruding pinfeathers, but may have not more than a few scattered 
truding pinfeathers and vestigial feathers. 

(e) Is free from tears and cuts on the breast and legs, the aggregate length of 
which exceeds 3 inches; however, elsewhere on the carcass there may be tears 
and euts (exclusive of the cuts usually made to remove the neck and viscera it 
the production of eviscerated poultry), the aggregate length of which does not 
exceed 6 inches. There are no sewn tears or cuts. Three areas of skin not 
exceeding an aggregate total of 14% inches in diameter and with no single area 
in excess of 1 inch in diameter may have been removed from the breast and 
legs and a small area of back skin (not exceeding the width of the feather tract 
on the back and extending from the base of the tail no farther than the hip bones) 
imay have been removed: Provided, That, the aggregate diameters of the removed 
skin shall be included within the total aggregate lengths of cuts and tears per- 
mitted on the breast and legs, and elsewhere on the carcass, respectively. The 
carcass may have not more than a total of two disjointed bones in either the legs 
or Wings, or both, but only if there is no evidence of a related bruise or blood clot, 
and, in addition, one broken bone in a leg or wing but only if it is nonprotrud 
ing and does not show an excessive related bruise or blood clot. The wing tips 
may have been removed, and if the carcass is ready-to-cook, the forearm (sec 
ond joint) of the wing or wings and the tail (pygostyle) may have been removed. 

(f) Is free from bruises and discolorations of the flesh on the breast and legs, 
showing not more than a slightly darkened color and which in the aggregate 
is in excess of the area of a circle 1 inch in diameter; however, elsewhere on the 
carcass there may be bruises and discolorations of the flesh the aggregate area 
of which does not exceed the area of a circle 3 inches in diameter. The carcass 
is free from skin bruises showing not more than a moderately reddish color, on 
the breast and legs, the aggregate area of which exceeds the area of a circle 114 
inches in diameter, and from moderately reddish skin bruises, elsewhere on the 
careass, the aggregate area of which exceeds the area of a circle 3 inches in 
diameter. Notwithstanding the foregoing, the total aggregate area on the breast 
and legs of all such flesh bruises, skin bruises, and all other discolorations and 
blemishes of the skin is not in excess of the area of a circle 3 inches in diameter, 
and elsewhere on the carcass such total aggregate area is not in excess of the 
area of a circle 6 inches in diameter. The skin may show rot more than mod- 
erate reddening in the feather follicles on the neck, near the head, and on the 
wings and thighs because of improper bleeding. 


inch 
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(g) Shows no more than moderate freezer burn, or evidence thereof, on any 
part of the carcass and no dried area in excess of the area of a circle 4% inch in 
diameter. 

§ 70.358 C Quality. A carcass that does not meet the requirements of B Qual- 
ity may be of C Quality and such carcass may: 

(a) Be of abnormal physical conformation (i. e., possess serious abnormal 
physical conditions, including, but not being limited to, a crooked breastbone) 
if it is fairly well fleshed. 

(b) Be poorly fleshed and a young tom turkey may have a thick, coarse skin 
and extended breast that is pouchy or flabby. 

(c) Be lacking in fat covering over all parts of the carcass. 

(d) Have numerous pinfeathers and vestigial feathers scattered over the 
entire carcass, if the carcass is dressed poultry; if ready-to-cook poultry, the 
eareass is free from protruding pinfeathers but may have a few vestigial 
feathers and may have nonprotruding pinfeathers that do not seriously detract 
from the appearance of the carcass. 

(e) Have torn skin, and areas of missing skin, disjointed bones, and broken 
bones but only if there is no evidence of a related severe bruise or blood clot. 
There are no sewn tears or cuts. Wing tips may have been removed, und if the 
careass is ready-to-cook, the wings and the tail may have been removed. 

(f) Have numerous and large discolored areas or blemishes of the skin 
which may be accompanied by some reddening and darkening of the flesh 
beneath, if such discolored areas and blemishes do not render any part of the 
carcass unfit for food. 

(g) Show more than moderate freezer burn or evidence thereof (including, 
but not being limited to, numerous pockmarks or large dried areas) on any part 
of the carcass. 


UNITED STATES GRADES FOR DRESSED POULTRY AND READY-TO-COOK POULTRY 
General 


$ 70.360 General. (a) The United States grades for dressed poultry and 
ready-to-cook poultry are applicable to dressed poultry and ready-to-cook poul- 
try of the kinds and classes set forth in §§ 70.300 to 70.306 when individual 
carcasses are not separately identified and are based upon the United States 
standards for quality set forth in §$§ 70.350 to 70.358 except the provisions in 
§ 70.350 (¢). 

(b) When any lot of dressed poultry is graded on the basis of an examination 
of each carcass in a representative sample thereof, any carcass that would be of 
A Quality, if it did not possess any of the following conditions shall, for the 
purpose of §§ 70.3860 to 70.370, be considered as being of B Quality: Dirty or 
bloody head or carcass, dirty feet or vent, fan feathers or neck feathers or 
garter feathers, or feed in the crop. Any carcass that would be of B Quality or 
C Quality if it did not possess any of the foregoing conditions shall, for the 
purpose of §§ 70.360 to 70.370, be considered as being of C Quality. 

(c) All terms in the United States standards for quality set forth in §§ 70.850 
to 70,358 shall, when used in §§ 70.360 to 70.370, have the same meaning as when 
used in the standards. 

(d) The suggested weight specifications for dressed poultry and ready-to- 
cook poultry contained in § 70.870 are not incorporated in the grades for 
dressed poultry and ready-to-cook poultry since weight, as such, is not a factor 
of grade for the purpose of §§ 70.360 to 70.370. It is recommended, however, 
that each container of dressed poultry and ready-to-cook poultry contain 
earcasses of the weights specified in § 70.370. 


Grades 


§ 70.365 U. S. Grade A. Any lot of dressed poultry or ready-to-cook poultry 
composed of one or more containers of carcasses of the same kind and class 
may be designated as U. S. Grade A if not less than 90 percent, by count, of the 
eareasses in such lot are of A Quality, the remainder is of B Quality, and no 
individual container in such lot contains more carcasses of B Quality than in the 
proportion of 2 to each 12 carcasses in the container. 

§ 70.366 U. S. Grade B. Any lot of dressed poultry or ready-to-cook poultry 
composed of one or more containers of carcasses of the same kind and class 
may be designated as U. S. Grade B if not less than 90 percent, by count, of the 
-arcasses in such lot are of at least B Quality, the remainder is of C Quality,. 
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© individual container in such lot contains 

han in the proportion of 2 to each 1 h 
$ 70.367 U. S. Grade C. Any lot of dressed poul 
av be designated as U. S. Grade © if it consists 
Quality. 


2 carcasses i 


Weight N pe eites 


$ TOR7O0 Suggested weight specifications for drease po 
ook poultry. The suggested weight speci fic ations for dressed 
eady-to-cook poultry are contained in Tables I, Il, [1f, and I‘ 


DRESSED POULTR’ 


rABLE I CHICKENS 


Class of chickens 


4 pounds 
4 pounds 
5 pounds 
) pounds 5 ounc 

pound 
pounds. 7 pound 
7 pounds s poun 
Ss pounds ¥ pound 


‘rY pounds ) pou 


None 
Over 3 pounds younds 
) Over 4 pounds 5 pounds 
i}Over 5 pounds 6 pounds 
LOver 6 pounds None 
| None 4 pounds 
}Over 4 pounds 5 pounds 
}Over 5 pounds 6 pounds 
lover 6 pounds None 

{ None 3 pounds 

Over 3 pounds 3 pounds & ounce 
ir stewing chick- Over 3 pounds 8S ounces 4 pounds 
or fowl Over 4 pounds 4 pounds 8 oun: 

Over 4 pounds 8 ounce 5 pounds 

Jver 5 pounds None 


moun 


if 
10 pounds No 
‘ 


I 
I 


rABLE II TURKEYS 


None 
iryvers or roasters ms Over 6 pounds 
Over 8 pound 
None 
Over 6 pound 
Over 8 pound 
Over 10 pound 
Over 12 pounds 
ng hen turkeys or young tom turkeys Over 14 pounds 
Over 16 pounds 
Over 18 pound 
Over 2) pounds 
Over 22 pound 
Over 24 pounds 
None 
Hen turkeys or tom turkeys te + mee 
Over 20 pounds 
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TABLE ITI—DUCKS, GEESE, GUINEAS, SQUABS, AND PIGEONS 


Weight range per carcass 


Kind and class 


Minimum 


None 

Over 4 pounds 

Over 5 pounds 

None 

Over 8 pounds 

Over 10 pounds 

None.. 

Over 1 pound 
8 ounces. 

Over 2 pounds 
4 ounces. 


° 
| one 
| 


Ducks (all classes) 


Geese (all classes 


Guiness (al) classes) 


Over 8 ounces 


Squabs and pigeons .. |{Over 11 ounces 


Over 14 ounces. 


Weight range per dozen carcasses 


Maximum Minimum Maximum 


None 

Over 48 pounds 
Over 60 pounds 
None 

Over 96 pounds 
Over 120 pounds 
None 

Over 18 pounds 


| 4 pounds 

5 pounds 
.| None 

| § pounds 
10 pounds 
None 
1 pound 8 ounces 
2 pounds 4 ounces 


48 pounds 

6) pounds. 
| None. 

96 pounds 

120 pounds. 

None 

18 pounds 

27 pounds 
None__-__- Over 27 pounds None 
& ounces 
11 ounces 
14 ounces 


None 

Over 6 pounds 

Over 8 pounds 
§ ounces. 

Over 10 pounds 
8 ounces. 


6 pounds. 
& pounds 6 ounces 
10 pounds 8 ounce s 


None None. 


TABLE IV——-READY-TO-COOK POULTRY 


Kinds and classes 


Broilers or fryers 


Roasters 


Hens or stewing chickens or fowl] 


Cocks or old roosters... .__-- 


Turkeys and geese (all classes) 


Ducks (all classes) 


Guineas (all classes) 


Pigeons (all classes) 


|| Over 6 pounds 


eee 3 pounds 8 ounces 


\;Ovrer 1 pound 


| LOver 1 pou id 8 ou ices 


Weight range per carcass 


Minimum Maximun 


None. 

Over 1 pound 8 ounces 
,Over 2 pounds 

Over 2 pounds 8 ounces 
Over 3 pounds 

Over 2 pounds 8 ounces 
Over 3 pounds. 

Over 3 pounds 8 ounces 
Over 4 pounds 

Over 4 pounds 8 ounces 
Over 5 pounds 

None. aiid 
Over 2 pounds 

Over 2 pounds 8 ounces 
Over 3 pounds 
Over 3 pounds 
Over 4 pounds 
Over 4 pounds 
Over 5 pounds 
Over 5 pounds 
None 
Over 
Jove 


1 pound & ounces. 
2 pounds. 
2 pounds & ounces 
3 pounds. 
| 3 pounds 8 ounces 
3 pounds. 
3 pounds 8 ounces 
4 pounds. 
4 pounds & ounces 
5 pounds. 
None. 
2 pounds. 
| 2 pounds 8 ounces 
3 pounds. 
3 pounds 8 ounces. 
| 4 pounds. 
4 pounds 8 ounces 
5 pounds. 
5 pounds 8 ounces 
None. 
2 pounds 8 ounces 
3 pounds 8 ounces. 
4 pounds 8 ounces. 
5 pounds 8 ounces 
None. 
4 pounds. 
6 pounds. 
8 pounds. 
10 pounds. 
12 pounds. 
14 pounds. 
16 pounds. 
18 pounds. 
20 pounds. 
None. 
3 pounds. 
3 pounds 8 ounces 
4 pounds. 
None. 
12 ounces. 
1 pound. 
1 pound 4 ounces. 
1 pound 8 lunces. 
None. 
6 ounces. 
10 ounces. 
14 ounces. 
None. 


8 ounces 
8 ounces 


8 ounces 


2 pounds 8 ounces 
3 pounds 8 ounces 
4 pounds 8 ounces 
5 pounds 8 ounces 


Over 
Over 
None 
Over 4 pounds 


Over 8 pounds 

Over 10 pounds 
Over 12 pounds 
Over 14 pounds 
Over 16 pounds 
j Over 18 pounds 
\Over 20 pounds 
Nome.2<u:. 2 
Over 3 pounds 


Over 4 pounds 
eS ee 
Over 12 ounces_- 


Over 1 pound 4 oun es 


None... : 
Over 6 ounces 

Over 10 ounces 
Over 14 ounces 
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FORMS, INSTRUCTIONS, A 


FORMS OF OFFICIAL IDENTIFICATI 


$ 70.380 Forms of official identification. The forms | 
to 70.384 are subject to the requirements of §§ TO. to TOs 
Marketing Products. 

§ 70.381 Form of grade mark. The grade mark approved for use put 
§$ 70.91, on a graded product shall be contained within a shield of the form and 
design indicated in the example in Figure 1. The information (including th 
form and arrangement of its wording) which is required in such mark shall 
(a) The letters “USDA,” (b) the U. S. grade of the product, and (c) if suet 
information is not shown prominently elsewhere on the packaging material, the 
class of the product or the term “mature” or “old,” if the product is other thar 
from young poultry. In addition, one of the following phrases shall be included 
“Graded under Federal-State supervision,” “Graded under U. S&S. and (State 
supervision ;" or a term of similar import. The plant number of the official plant 
shall be set forth if it does not appear on the packaging material, and such othe: 
material as the Administrator may approve may also be included within sue! 
shield. However, the grade mark for ready-to-cook poultry may be used o1 
when the product is identified as having been inspected by Federal inspectors « 
by inspectors of any other inspection system acceptable to the Administrator 


EXAMPLE OF GRADE MARK FoR REAbY-TO-COooK POULTRY 


USDA 
Oi GRADE 


YOUNG TURKEY 


Groded under 


Federal State Supervision 


FIGURE 1. 


§ 70.382. Form of inspection mark. The inspection mark approved for use on 
inspected and certified edible products shall be contained within a circle an 
contain the following wording: “Inspected for Wholesomeness by U. S. Depart 
ment of Agriculture.” The form and arrangement of such wording shall be as 
indicated in the example in Figure 2. In addition, the plant number of the 
official plant shall be set forth if it does not appear on the packaging material 
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SO 
SES °9 


DEPARTMENT oF 
AGRICULTURE 


P-00 


FIGURE 2. 


$ 70.383 Combined form of grade mark and inspection mark. With respect 
to any product which was inspected and graded, a combined form of grade mark 
and inspection mark is approved for use pursuant to §§ 70.91 to 70.92. Such com- 
bination form shall contain applicable wording and be of the form and design 
indicated in Figure 3, except that when the information pertaining to the class 
of the product appears prominently on the packaging material the combination 
form of the grade mark and inspection mark indicated in Figure 4 may be used 
in lieu of that indicated in Figure 3. Such other material as the Administrator 
may approve may be included as a part of the combined form of grade mark and 
inspection mark. Separate forms of the grade mark and the inspection mark 
may be used in lieu of the combined form of grade mark and inspection mark. 


EXAMPLES 


GRADED UNDER 
FEDER AL-STATE SUPERVISION 


FIGURE 3. 





MANDATORY POULTRY INSPE‘ 


GRADEO UNDER 
FEDERAL-STATE SUPERVISION 


FIGURE 4. 


§ 70.384 Identification of dressed poultry processed under sanitary standards 
only. With respect to dressed poultry which has been graded or inspected fo: 
condition only, the form of identification approved for use shall contain the 
wording “Dressed Poultry—Processed Under USDA Sanitary Standards—Not 
USDA Graded for Quality or USDA Inspected for Wholesomeness.” All labels 
with such identification shall set forth the applicable plant number and shall be 
marked with a lot number which shall be the number of the day of the year the 


poultry was slaughtered, or a coded number the meaning of which shall be mad 
known to the Service. This identification shall be printed on the label and shall 
not be applied by means of a stencil or rubber stamp. A rubber stamp may be 
used to insert the plant number and lot number within the official mark provided 
such numbers are applied legibly. This identification may be used only on bull 
packages of dressed poultry. It shall not be applied to individual carcasses of 
dressed poultry or to any poultry that has been eviscerated or drawn. The 
required wording shall be set forth in the manner indicated in Figure 5 of this 
section and within a rectangle of the form and design illustrated. 


EXAMPLE 


DRESSED POULTRY 


PROCESSED UNDER U. 8. D. A. SANITARY STANDARDS 


Not USDA Graded for Quality 
or USDA Inspected for Wholesomeness 


Plant No. 000. Lot 000 


FIGURE 5D. 
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INSTRUCTIONS GOVERNING THE ADMINISTRATION OF POULTRY INSPECTION WHERI 
FEDERAL-STATE SERVICE IS DESIRED 


A 


Basis: Supervision 


§$ T0590) Basis of providing Federal-State inspection service. Inspection serv 
ice rendered pursuant to regulations governing the grading and inspection of 
poultry and edible products thereof (Subpart A of this part) may be furnished 
on a Federal basis or on a Federal-State basis as provided in §§ 70.390 to 70.404 
Inspection service in accordance with the regulations shall be furnished on a 
Federal basis in any State where arrangements have not been made with co- 
operating State agencies for service on a Federal-State basis. Inspection service 
shall be furnished on a Federal-State basis in any State in which the cooperating 
State agency makes a request, and becomes a party to a cooperative agreement 
which provides for such Federal-State service. Such cooperating parties within 
the State may be any responsible and qualified agency interested in promoting 
orderly marketing of poultry products. 

§$ 70.391 Supervision. All inspection service which is provided under the 
aforesaid regulations and cooperatives agreements shall be technically and ad- 
Ininistratively supervised by the Agricultural Marketing Service (hereafter re 
ferred to as AMS) through its national and regional supervisory organization. 
It shall be the responsibility of AMS to determine that the services rendered 
pursuant to any cooperative agreement under the regulations are conducted in 
au Satisfactory manner, that the actual post-mortem inspection of poultry is ade 
quate and that uniform procedures and policies are followed in all plants 
in accordance with the requirements of the regulations. In a State 
where a Federal-State supervisor of inspection is provided, this supervisor shall 
be immediately responsible for the activities within the State. However, any 
supervisory official of AMS at a higher administrative level shall have the 
authority to observe independently of or in conjunction with the Federal-State 
supervisor, any particular station or the official activities of any particular in- 
spector at any time he deems it advisable; and shall have the authority to super 
vise such activities as may be desirable and necessary. Supervisory direction 
should be applied through the Federal-State supervisor. 


Conditions 


§$ 70.395 Regulations. The regulations of the Secretary of Agriculture gov- 
erning the grading and inspection of poultry and edible products thereof and 
instructions of the Administrator governing the inspection of products shall 
apply to both Federal-State inspecion service and to Federal inspection 
service. AMS shall assume the responsibility for developing the regulations 
and any instructions issued pursuant thereto and for the supervision of inspection 
work carried on under the service. 

§$ 70.396 Qualifications of Federal-State supervisor. The Federal-State super- 
visor of inspection service shall meet the following qualifications : 

(a) He shall have a veterinary degree from an accredited school. 

(hb) He shall have such technical knowledge, experience, and administrative 
and supervisory ability as will qualify him for satisfactorily performing the 
duties of a Federal-State supervisor. These qualifications shall be checked by 
and be acceptable to AMS. 

(c) He shall have had experience in the Federal poultry inspection service 
or have successfully completed a course of training at an interne station which 
is under the supervision of the Federal poultry inspection service of AMS. 

(d) He shall be given a joint Federal-State or a full Federal appointment. 

(e) He shall perform supervisory functions in a manner satisfactory to 
\MS. The Federal-State supervisor may at the discretion of AMS be removed 
from his position and replaced by another qualified employee whenever such 
action is in the best interests of AMS. 

$ 70.397 Duties of the Federal-State supervisor. The Federal-State supervisor 
of inspection service shall be responsible for the supervision and proper conduct 
of inspection service within the State or States to which he is assigned. He 
may be assigned to supervise inspection service in a single State or in two or 
more adjoining States providing this is agreed to by AMS and the cooperating 
agencies in such States, except that a Federal-State supervisor shall not have 
more than 35 plants under his supervision. He shall examine each prospective 
State inspector and recommend acceptable applicants for a license. Such 
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recommendation shall be in writing and be accompanie h ‘tatement of 
the qualifications of the applicant. He shall be res] sible for making survey 
f plants applying fer service within his State and present | reconmmenta ! 

r action on such applications in writing accompanied by appropriate sup 
orting evidence to the Federal office of the inspection service rhe assignment 
f State employed inspectors to plants shall be mut Vv agreeable e Stat 
gency and AMS. Insofar as practicable inspectors wil t be assigned to 
plants where they have been previously employed 

$ 70.398 Employment and licensing of Statc inspectors (a) The cooperating 
Stute agency shall assume responsibility for recruitment and eniplo ent of 
State inspectors for plants under the Federal-State service, and the salaric 
of such inspectors shall be paid by the State. Such inspe rs iInay be employed 
only when licensed by AMS. and it shall be understood that AMS shall have 
the authority to withdraw such license at any time (and thus terminate he 
services of any such inspector) in accordance with the provisions of the regula 
tions. The licensed State inspector shall not under any cireumstance, while 
licensed inspector, accept employment money or remuneration of any kind f 
the company to which assigned. 

(b) Each prospective State inspector shall complete a period of training under 
the immediate supervision of a Federally employed training superviss hae 
icense issued to the prospective State inspector shall be a limited license ithe 


zing him to perform inspection work only under the supervision of the inspector 
in-charge of the station to which he is assigned \ license authorizing the 
nspector to serve as inspector-in-charge of a station nay be issned when it has 


Stute 


at 
heen determined by the officer-in-charge of the poultry grading and inspection 
service of AMS that the inspector is qualified for such a position 
$ 70.399 Duties of State-emplonued inspectors The duties of the State-en 


ploved inspectors shall be the same as the duties of Federally-employved inspect: 
Inspectors shall make proper, accurate and adequate post-mortem examination 
of poultry carcasses and shall thoroughly familiarize themselves with and adhe 
to the inspection procedures and the applicable provisions of the Federal 
lutions governing inspection service. 

$7000 Replacement of Federal inspectors When Federal-State inspection 
service is inaugurated in a State, and when such service will replace Federal 
nspection service furnished in the State at that time, the replacement of Fed 
eral inspectors by State inspectors shall not be carried out until satisfactory 
transfers of the Federal inspectors to plants out of the State can be accom 
plished by AMS. 

$ 70.401 Collection of fees. Either the cooperating State agency or AMS, as 
agreed upon, may assume the responsibijity for the collection of all fees for 
Federal-State inspection strvice in the State. The contract providing for Fed 
eral-State inspection service shall be between each firm under Federal-State 
inspection service and the agency responsible for the collection of fees, and 
each such contract, in either case, shall be approved or concurred in by AMS 

$ 70.402 Reimbursement of AMS by State cooperating agency. When the 
cooperating State agency assumes the responsibility for the collection of fees 
it shall reimburse AMS from fees collected or from State appropriations, or both 
for the following: 

(a) An amount equal to that part of the Federal-State supervisor's salary 
paid by AMS. 

(b) An amount equal to salaries of any Federally employed inspectors who 
perform inspection service in any plant operating under Federal-State inspec 
tion service, such salary costs to cover the periods of such assignments 

(c) An amount to cover accrued leave both annual and sick and travel 
costs incurred by persons referred to in paragraphs (a) and (b) of this section, 
during periods such persons are performing Federal-State service. 

(d) An amount equal to 7 percent of the amounts referred to in 
(a), (b), and (¢) of this section. 

(e) An amount sufficient to cover overhead in excess of that specified in 


=u 


paragraphs 


Paragraph (d) of this section, general supervision and other costs and expenses 
incurred by the Service in rendering the inspection service 

$ 70.403 Reimbursement of cooperating State agency by AMS. When AMS 
assumes the responsibility for the collection of fees, it shall reimburse the co 
operating State agency for the salaries of the State inspectors, for periods dur 
ing which such inspectors perform Federal-State inspectior, service, and for 
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such annual and sick leave as may be authorized by the State, and agreed to 
by AMS. 

§ 70.404 Additional provisions. The cooperating State agency shall, without 
cost to AMS, furnish office space, office furniture and equipment, heat, light, 
clerical assistance, and telephone service for use by the Federal-State supervisor 


APPLICATION FOR GRADING SERVICE 


§ 70.410 Application for grading service with respect to live poultry, dressed 
poultry and ready-to-cook poultry. 

Application is hereby made, in accordance with the applicable provisions of the 
regulations (7 CFR Part 70) governing the grading and inspection of poultry and 
edible products thereof and United States classes, standards, and grades with 
respect thereto, for grading service to be performed at the plant hereinafter 
designated : 


(Name of plant) 


ss (Street address) vs (City and State) 


(a) Upon approval of this application by the Agricultural Marketing Service, 
United States Department of Agriculture (hereinafter referred to as “AMS”), 
AMS will furnish grading service in accordance with the terms and conditions 
hereof. 

(b) In making this application, the applicant agrees to comply with the terms 
and conditions of the aforesaid regulations (including such applicable instruc- 
tions as may be issued from time to time by the Administrator), and such other 
conditions as hereinafter enumerated. 

(c) The applicant agrees to pay for the full cost of the grading service cov 
ered hereby to AMS at the time the respective invoices are rendered by AMS. 
The full costs shall comprise such of the following items as may be due and 
may be included, from time to time, in the invoice or invoices covering the period 
or periods during which the grading service may be rendered : 

(1) A charge of $75.00 for the initial survey and examination of blueprints 
of the designated plant and its premises prior to the performance by AMS of the 
erading service covered hereby ; 

(ii) A charge of $100.00 for the final survey and inauguration of the grading 
service including the assignment of one grade and one alternate grader, provided 
they are installed at the same time. 

(iii) A charge of $50.00 for each additional grader or replacement of a pre- 
viously assigned grader to the designated plant: Provided, That, in the sole dis- 
cretion of the Service no such charge will be made for a temporary replacement 
when such replacement is made by the use of a regular employee of the Service, or 
when the replacement is made necessary by a transfer of an employee of the Serv- 
ice for the sole benefit of the Service. 

(iv) A charge equal to the salary costs paid to each grader assigned to the ap 
plicant’s plant by AMS including earned annual leave and, if necessary, earned 
sick leave: Provided, That no charge is to be made for salary costs of any as- 
signed grader of the designated plant while temporarily reassigned by AMS to per 
form grading service for other than the applicant except when the assigned grader 
is performing inspections for the Department of Defense on products accepted 
for delivery by the applicant to the Department of Defense, in which case the 
applicant will be given credit for the service rendered based on a formula con- 
curred in jointly by the Departments of Defense and Agriculture. 

(v) A charge equal to the salary costs, travel expenses and per diem paid by 
AMS to any grader whose services are required for relief purposes when regular 
graders are on annual or sick leave. 

(vi) A charge for the actual cost to AMS of any travel and per diem incurred 
by each grader assigned to the plant while in the performance of grading service 
rendered the applicant ; 

(vii) A charge, at the sole discretion of AMS. of an amount not in excess of the 
actual cost to AMS of the travel (including the cost of movement of household 
goods and dependents) and per diem with respect to each grader who is trans- 
ferred from an Official station to the designated plant; 
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(viii) A charge included in salary costs equal to the Employer's tax imposed 
under the United States Internal Revenue Code (26 U. 8S. C.) for Old 
Survivor's benefits under the Social Security System ; and 

(ix) An administrative service charge based upon the aggregate weight of t! 
total monthly volume of all products handled in the pl 

ccordance with the following table: 


Age and 


Nant, and computed 


COMPUTATION OF ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICE 


20,000 pounds 
20,001—100,000 pounds 
1040,001—150,000 pounds 
150,001-200,000 pounds 
200,001-250,000 pounds 
20,001-300,000 pounds 
100,001 400,000 pounds 
100,001—500,000 pounds_ 
500,001—600,000 pounds ___ ' i : 
600,001—700,000 pounds_-__-—- ; : jomaheioaan . 

700,001-800,000 pounds___---_-_----- eos? 75 
800,001-900,000-pounds 

100,001—1,000,000 pounds—- 
100,000,001 pounds or Inore 


SH. 50 
7, 2 


0. OO 


(x) A charge of $4.00 per hour plus actual costs to AMS for per diem and trave 
costs incurred in rendering services not specifically covered by this contract 
2s, Surveys in addition to the initial and final. 

(xi) A charge equal to 7 percent of the salary paid by AMS to each grader ex 
clusive of one regular grader whose salary is paid by AMS 

(d) The applicant shall designate, in writing, the employees of the applicant 
who will be required and authorized, to furnish each grader with such 
tion as may be necessary for the performance of the grading service. 
It is agreed that: 

(a) AMS will provide an adequate number of graders to perform the grading 
service covered hereby ; 

(b) At the sole discretion of AMS the graders may be either a Federal or State 
employee or a licensed employee of the applicant ; 

(¢c) AMS shall not be responsible for damages accruing through any 
commission or omission on the part of any grader ; 

(dad) The provisions hereof shall continue in full force and effect from its effec 
tive date until suspended, withdrawn, or terminated, by (i) mutual consent of 
the applicant and AMS; (ii) written notice given by either party to the other to 
take effect on a specific date not less than 30 days from the date of the giving of 
such notice; (iii) one (1) day’s written notice by AMS to the applicant, if the 
applicant fails to honor any invoice within thirty (30) days after date of invoice 
covering the cost of the grading service as herein provided; or (iv) termination 
of the services requested herein pursuant to the provisions in the following 
paragraph (e): 

(e) The services to be rendered hereunder shall be terminated by AMS at any 
time AMS, acting pursuant to any applicable laws, rules, or regulations, debars 
the applicant from receiving any further benefits of the service, or the services 
hereunder may be suspended or terminated at any time AMS concludes that the 
applicant has not conformed, or cannot conform, hereto: 

(f) All terms used herein shall have the same meaning as when used in the 
aforesaid regulations and instructions; 

(g) A federally employed grader will be required to confine his activities to 
those duties necessary in the rendering of grading service and such closely related 
activities as may be approved by AMS: Provided, That, in no instance will the 
federally employed grader assume the duties of management; 

(h) No Member of or Delegate to Congress, or Resident Commissioner, shall 
he admitted to any share or part of this agreement or to any benefit that may 
arise therefrom unless derived through the agreement made with a corporation 
for its general benefit. 


, Suc 


i! Lorna 


acts of 
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(i) Special provisions and limitations : 
(Applicant) 


(Street) 


(City) (State 


(Date) 
Approved: 


By 


(Tithe ) 
(Date) 


Agricultural Marketing Service, 
U.S. Department of Agriculture, 


Unless otherwise indicated herein the bills will be rendered to the applicant at 
the addresse indicated above. 


{pplication for Inspection Service 


$ 70.416 Application for inspection of dressed poultry and cdible products 
thereof for condition and wholesomeness, 

Application is hereby made, in accordance with the applicable provisions of the 
regulations (7 CFR Part 70) governing the inspection of poultry and edible 
products thereof, for condition and wholesomeness at the following designated 
plant: 


Name of plant — 
Street address 
City and State 


(a) In making this application, the applicant agrees to comply with the terms 
and conditions of the aforesaid regulations (including, but not being limited to, 
such instructions governing inspection of products as may be issued, from time 
to time, by the Administrator), and the following: 

(1) Payment for the full cost of the inspection service covered hereby shall be 
made by the applicant to the Agricultural Marketing Service, United States 
Department of Agriculture (hereinafter referred to as “AMS”) not later than 
thirty (30) days from date of billing. Such full costs shall comprise such of the 
following items as may be due and may be included, from time to time, in the 
invoice or invoices covering the period or periods during which the inspection 
service may be rendered ; 

(i) A charge of $75.00 for the survey (required to be made with respect to an 
official plant pursuant to the aforesaid regulations) made of the designated plant 
and its premises (but no charge for the final survey) prior to the performance, 
by AMS, of the inspection service covered hereby: Provided, That, if at the time 
of submission of this application for inspection service such designated plant is 
an official plant in which grading service is performed by AMS and inspection 
service was not performed by AMS in such plant during the twelve-month period 
ending on the date of this application, the charge for the survey shall be com 
puted in the manner specified in paragraph (a) (1) (ii) of this application; 

(ii) Charges for each additional survey, if any, made at the request of the 
applicant to be computed on the basis (a) of the actual cost to AMS of the travel 
and per diem in lieu of subsistence incurred in the making of the survey, and 
(b) a charge of $4.00 per hour for the time consumed at the plant in making the 
survey; 

(iii) A charge of (a) $116.00 per 40-hour work week for each inspector as- 
signed to the designated plant by AMS for the inspection of dressed poultry at the 
time of evisceration; (b) $98.00 per 40-hour work week for each inspector 
assigned to the designated plant by AMS for the inspection of canning or other 
processing of poultry food products; and (¢c) $68.00 per 40-hour work week for 
each inspector assigned to the designated plant by AMS for the inspection of 
products for condition: Provided, That, with respect to each inspector who is 
employed by AMS on a “when actually employed” basis, such charges shall be 
computed on the appropriate hourly basis: Provided, further, That, no charge 
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shall be made hereunder for any inspecter during any peried of leave 
by AMS for such inspector ; 

(iv) A charge of $3.65 per hour for each hour of overtime work y* rforme 
by each inspector assigned to any type of operation described in subdivision ( 
of this subparagraph: Provided, That any unscheduled overtime work perfor 
by an inspector on a day when ne work is scheduled for him, or for which he 
required to return to his place of employment, shall be considered to be at 
two hours in duration, 

(v) A night differential charge of 10 percent of the inspector's basic 
salary rate of compensation for each hour of any : 
between the hours of 6:00 p. m. and 6: 00 a. m 

(vi) A charge at double the applicable hourly rate (weekly 
subdivision (iii) of this subparagraph divided by 40) for any 
performed by an inspector on a designated holiday 

(vii) A charge for the actual cost to AMS of the travel and per diem i 
of subsistence with respect to each inspector who is assigned to the designate 
plant but whose travel headquarters is not at the designated plant, such charg 
to cover the period during which each such inspector is assigned to the desig 
nated plant, and travel to and from the designated plant ti 
such assignment ; 

(viii) A charge at the sole discretion of AMS of an amount not in excess 
the actual cost to the AMS of the travel (including the cost of movement 
household goods and dependents) and per diem in lieu of si 
respect to each inspector who is transferred from another offici: 
designated plant, when the inspector's travel headquarters 
designated plant at the time of such transfer ; 

(ix) A charge for the actual cost to AMS of the travel and per diem 
if subsistence with respect to each inspector who is assigned to the designates 
plant and whose travel headquarters is at the designated plant, if at the request 
of the designated plant, such inspector is reassigned temporarily to anothe: 
official plant, such charge to cover the period during which « 


appre a 


rates speci 


hnspection 


in connectior it] 


ibsistence 


t 


ach such inspector 


is reassigned to the other plan and the travel to and from the 
plant in connection with such reassignment ;: 
(x) A charge in an amount equal to nine and one-half (9.5) percent of the 


desigt ater 


amounts prescribed in subdivisions (iii), (iv), (vw), (wi), (wii), (will), and (ix 
of this subparagraph to cover approximate overhead for administrative and othe: 
costs and expenses incurred by AMS in rendering inspection service pursuant 
to the aforesaid regulations: Provided, That, after the inspection service is 
inaugurated in the designated plant, the minimum charge for each calenda: 
month shall be $25.00; 

(xi) The applicant shall also, upon receipt of an invoice therefor ,at th: 
inauguration of the inspection service pursuant hereto, make an advance payment 
in an amount to cover the estimated average cost of inspection in the designated 
plant for a period of one month. The advance payment will be applied to the 
final bill and any balance due the applicant will be refunded 
of this contract; 

(xii) The charges and credits specified in subdivisions (iii), (iv), (v), (\ 
(vvi), (viii), (ix), (x), and (xiii) of this subparagraph shall be billed at the end 
of each calendar month. The charge for each S-hour day, for the services of 
any inspector, shall be at the rate of one-fifth of the applicable charge for each 
40-hour work week, as provided in subdivision (iii) of this subparagraph. Ove 
time and night differential charges (when applicable) shall be billed 
rates specified in subdivisions (iv) and (v) of this subparagraph: and 

(xiii) The applicant will be given credit when inspectors »ssigned to the 
upplicant’s official plant perform inspection for the Department of Defens 
on products accepted for delivery by the applicant to the Department of De 
fense. The amount of such credit will be based on a formula 
jointly by the Departments of Defense and Agriculture. 

(2) The applicant shall furnish such stenographic and clerical assistance 
nay be necessary in typing certificates and handling correspondence in conne 
tion with the inspection service covered hereby. 

(3) Inspectors will be provided by AMS to perform the inspection service 
covered hereby. AMS may, from time to time, assign to the designated plan 
such additional inspectors as it deems necessary in order to perform the inspe: 
tion service covered hereby, or decrease the number of inspectors when fewer 
inspectors are needed to perform such service. 


on terminatior 


at the 


concurred wu 
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(4) Whenever operations at the designated plant are discontinued during any 
period or periods, any inspector (assigned, as aforesaid, by AMS to the desig- 
nated plant) may perform such other services as may be deemed appropriate, 
and are approved, by the regional supervisor. 

(5) AMS will not be responsible for damages accruing through errors of com- 
mission or omission on the part of its inspectors when engaged in rendering 
service hereunder. 

(6) The inspection service herein applied for shall be provided at the desig- 
1ated plant and shall be continued until the service or this contract is suspended, 
withdrawn, or terminated (i) by mutual consent; (ii) by thirty (30) days’ 
written notice given by either party to the other party specifying the date of 
suspension, withdrawal, or termination (iii) pursuant to the aforesaid regu- 
lations (iv) upon one (1) day’s written notice by AMS to the applicant, if the 
applicant fails to honor any invoice within thirty (30) days after date of in- 
voice covering the costs of the inspection service as herein provided, or if the 
upplicant fails to comply with the terms and conditions hereof. 

(b) All terms used herein shall have the same meaning as when used in the 
aforesaid regulations and instructions. 

(c) No Member of or Delegate to Congress, or Resident Commissioner, shall 
he admitted to any share or part of this contract or to any benefit that may arise 
therefrom unless it be made with a corporation for its general benefit. 

(d) Additional conditions: 


(Applicant) 
BO case abincententie 


(Street) 


(State) 


(Date) 


Approved : 


Agricultural Marketing Service, 
U. S. Department of Agriculture. 


$ 70.417 Application for inspection of canning and processing of inspected 
ready-to-cook poultry in plants operating under federal meat inspection service. 

Application is hereby made, in accordance with the applicable provisions of 
the regulations (7 CFR Part 70) governing the inspection of poultry and edible 
products thereof, for condition and wholesomeness at the following designated 
plant: 


Name of plant 
Street address 
City and State 


(a) In making this application, the applicant agrees to comply with the terms 
and conditions of the aforesaid regulations (including, but not being limited to, 
such instructions governing inspection of products as may be issued, from time 
to time, by the Administrator), and the following: 

(1) Payment for the full cost of the inspection service covered hereby shall be 
made by the applicant to the Agricultural Marketing Service, U. S. Department 
of Agriculture (hereinafter referred to as ““AMS”) not later than thirty (30) 
days from date of billing. Such full costs shall comprise such of the following 
items as may be due and may be included, from time to time, in the invoice or 
invoices covering the period or periods during which the inspection service may 
be rendered ; 

(i) A charge of $75.00 for the survey (required to be made with respect to an 
official plant pursuant to the aforesaid regulations) made of the designated plant 
and its premises (but no charge for the final survey) prior to the performance, by 
AMS, of the inspection service covered hereby ; 

(ii) Charges for each additional survey, if any, made at the request of the 
applicant to be computed on the basis (a) of the actual cost to AMS of the travel 
and per diem in lieu of subsistence incurred in the making of the survey, and 
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(b) a charge of $4.00 per hour for the time consumed at the plant in making the 
survey ; 

(iii) With respect to inspectors of the Meat Inspection Branch, Agricultural 
Research Service (formerly the Meat Inspection Division, Bureau of Animal 
Industry) who are assigned to the designated plant for the inspection of canning 
or processing of poultry food products, a charge equal to the amounts reimbursed 
to the Agricultural Research Service by AMS, plus twenty-five (25) percent of 
such amounts to cover administrative overhead of AMS: Provided, That, after 
the inspection service is inaugurated in the designated plant, the minimum char 
for each calendar month shall be $25.00; 

(iv) The applicant shall also, upon receipt of an invoice therefor, at the in 
auguration of the inspection service pursuant hereto, make an advance payment 
in an amount to cover the estimated average cost of the inspection in the desig- 
nated plant for a period of one month. The advance payment will be applied 
to the final bill and any balance due the applicant with be refunded on termina- 
tion of this contract: and 

(v) The charges specified in (iii) and (iv) which may consist of amounts due 

4 for regular, overtime, holiday or night differential hours, shall be billed at the 
; end of each calendar month. 
(2) Inspection service will be provided by AMS by mutual agreement with 
Meat Inspection Branch, Agricultural Research Service, utilizing inspectors de- 
tailed to the plant by the Meat Inspection Branch. Inspectors of the Meat 
Inspection Branch detailed to the plant will be licensed by AMS to perform 
inspection service covered by this contract. 

(3) The Agricultural Marketing Service will not be responsible for damages 
accruing through errors of commission or omission on the part of its inspectors 
when engaged in rendering service hereunder. 

(4) The inspection service herein applied for shall be provided at the desig 
nated plant and shall be contained until the service or this contract is suspended, 
: withdrawn, or terminated (i) by mutual consent; (ii) by thirty (30) days’ writ- 
, ten notice given by either party to the other party specifying the date of sus- 

pension, withdrawal, or termination; (iii) pursuant to the aforesaid regula- 
1 tions; (iv) upon one (1) day’s written notice by \MS to the applicant, if the 
; applicant fails to honor any invoice within thirty (30) days after date of invoice 
} covering the costs of the inspection service as herein provided, or if the appli- 
j cant fails to comply with the terms and conditions hereof. 

(b) All terms used herein shall have the same meaning as when used in the 
aforesaid regulations and instructions. 

(c) No Member of or Delegate to Congress, or Resident Commissioner, shall 
be admitted to any share or part of this contract or to any benefit that may arise 
therefrom unless it be made with a corporation for its general benefit. 

(d) Additional conditions: 


ge 
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( Applicant ) 


(Title) 


(Street) 





(State) 


(Date) 
Approved : 


(Date) 
Agricultural Marketing Service, 
U. S. Department of Agriculture. 
(Sec. 205, 60 Stat. 1090; 7 U. S. C. 1624) 
Issued at Washington, D. C., this 23d day of February 1955. 
[SEAL] Roy W. LENNARTSON, 


Deputy Administrator, 
Agricultural Mariceting Service. 
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PorRTLAND, OreG., May 8, 1956 
S. W. BARKER, 
100 Indiana Avenue, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Sire: Dr. Osgood and staff were at the Oregon Turkey Growers’ plant 
Wednesday, May 2, to take the second blood test and at that time they found that 
16 of the 70 some people had contracted some form of respiratory ailment since 
the first blood test on April 11 and advised them to see their doctor and to have 
X-rays taken if they are not feeling up to par. One was hospitalized and three 
are under doctors’ care at home. Nineteen employees out of the crew at 
Fresh Foods showned in the test as positive psittacosis. Northwest Poultry plant 
in Portland reported to Dr. Osgood’s office today that there were approximately 
seven off ill at the time and that they are investigating it. An employee of a 
sandwich company reported that she had to leave work this morning and that 
several of the girls had been ill there, including the owner of the plant. 

At the regular meeting of the local union a motion was made to secure a cer- 
tificate of proof that the turkeys had been treated with aureomycin to be presented 
with each flock to be processed, and to renew our request for insurance for the 
people working on the turkeys in this breeder season so it will be necessary for 
me to call a meeting of the industry. 

Please advise if this is correct procedure with your thinking. 

W.R. Davisson, 
Secretary and Business Representative, Egg and Poultry Local, No. 23?. 


NEOSHO, Mo., December 30, 1954. 
Parrick E. GoRMAN, 


Secretary-Treasurer, Amalgamated Meat Cutters and Butcher Workmen of 
North America. 

Dear Str: A few weeks ago I received a pamphlet from vou “Congress Should 
Probe Sick and Diseased Poultry.” Iam heartily in sympathy with your crusade. 

I was employed by the Department of Agriculture last year from September un- 
til January as a poultry inspector in a number of plants in Minnesota, Iowa and 
Missouri. I learned quite a lot in the short time I was employed. 

I read the pamphlet from cover to cover and know every word of it to be true 
Conditions in some of the plants under inspection are deplorable, and the inspec- 
tor who is conscientious starts to crack down. 

This is what happened to me when I tried to enforce a few regulations. The 
plant owner calls up my area supervisor, the area supervisor stays behind me, 
but the plant owner happens to have helped Senator So-and-So get elected so he 
ealls him in Washington and he in turn gets ahold of the Director of the Poultry 
Inspection Service and the plant owner gives me the horse laugh and I get 
transferred and finally get fed up and resign. 

As I mentiond before, I’m heartily in sympathy with your movement and 
if I can be of any help in any way I will be more than glad to. 

Sincerely, 
Dr. F. N. SCHLAEGEL, Veterinarian, 


THe Mepica. Socrery oF New JERSEY, 
Camden, N. d., January 6, 1955. 
Mr. EArt W. JIMMERSON, 
President, Amalgamated Meat Cutters and 
Butcher Workmen of North America, Chicago, IU. 

Dear Mr. JimersSoN: The board of trustees of the Medical Society of New 
Jersey, at its meeting on December 19, 1954, received vour request for coopera- 
tion and support in the nationwide campaign to secure effective poultry regula- 
tion and inspection on all levels of government in the United States, State and 
local as well as Federal. 

By action of the board of trustees your request for cooperation and support 
was approved. The Medical Society of New Jersey will cooperate in every way 
it can. 

Sincerely yours, 
ReEvusEN L. SHARP, M. D., 
Secretary Board of Trustees, 
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NEW JERSEY ASSOCIATION OF Os TROPATHIC PHYSICIANS AND SURGPONS 
Riverside, N. J... Decembes 10, 1994 
Mr. Ear. W. JIMMERSON, 
President, Amalgamated Mcat Cutters and 
Butcher Workmen of North America, Chicago, Il 


Deak Mr. JIMMEKSON: With further reference to our letter dated November 
~ coneerning your earlier letter and pamphlet regarding establishment of 
poultry regulation and inspection program on all levels of government please 
be advised that the board of directors of this association expresses its agreement 
and desire to assist in your campaign. 

If there is any special way in which we may be of assistance, please advise 

Sincerely, 
Irvine J. Tecker, Erecutive Secretary 


NEw Mexico MepicaL Socrery, 
ilbuquerque, VN. Mer., January 3, 1956 
Mr. Jess CLARK, 
Secretary, Local 391 Albuquerque, N. Mer. 


DeaR Mr. CLiarRK: You will, no doubt, remember that in September you de 
livered to me a letter requesting an official] endorsement of the State medical so- 
ciety pertaining to your poultry cleanup campaign. 

The council of the New Mexico Medical Society had «a meeting on December 
17 and unanimously endorsed the program of your organization of cleaning up the 
poultry industry. 

Enclosed is a resolution from the council of the New Mexico Medical Society 
pertaining to this subject. 

You will notice that the State society also pledged its cooperation and assist 
ance in behalf of this program. Please feel free to call on us if we may be able 
to assist you further. 

Sincerely, 
RALPH R. MARSHALL, 
Executive Secretary. 


RESOLUTION CONCERNING THE POULTRY INDUSTRY 


Whereas there is no general inspection of the poultry industry and whos 
products are shipped commercially all over America; and 

Whereas a large percentage of the American public consumes sreat quantities 
of poultry products each year; and 

Whereas the poultry industry represents a health problem from unclean and 
diseased fowls; and 

Whereas the Federal Food and Drug Administration inspects all meat-process 
ing plants with the exception of the poultry industry ; and 

Whereas the Amalgamated Meat Cutters and Butcher Workmen of North Amer- 
ica have begun a program of education with the hope that Congress will pass a 
regulation requiring the Food and Drug Administration to inspect all pouitry 
concerns that distribute their products commercially ; Therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the New Mexico Medical Society hereby endorses the Amalga- 
mated Meat Cutters and Butcher Workmen’s program of cleaning up the poultry 
industry ; and be it further 

Resolved, That the New Mexico Medical Society pledges its cOoperaticn and 
assistance in the behalf of this program ; and be it further 

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be sent to Local 391, Amalgamated 
Meat Cutters and Butchers Workmen, and the New Mexico Department of 
Public Health. 


ANIMAL MEDICAL CLINIC, 
New York, N. Y., December 6, 1954. 
Mr. Ear. W. JIMMERSON, 
President, Amalgamated Meat Cutters et al., 
Chicago, Ill. 

DEAR Sik: Your pamphlet Congress Should Probe Sick and Diseased Poultry 
was received and read with great interest. Asa matter of fact, I was the Federal 
Food and Drug Administration veterinarian who was responsible for all the 
seizures and legal action your booklet mentions. 
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I wish I were in a position to offer you unlimited assistance in your effort to 
obtain some worthwhile Government control of the poultry situation, but I find 
my new practice keeps me too well confined in New York City. The somewhat 
intolerable conditions that you mention do not even begin to picture some of 
the poultry practices going on in the United States. Since I have inspected 
every major poultry firm from Maine to Georgia and as far west as Minneapolis, 
I am in a position to match the mild stories you have mentioned with some far 
better ones. At any rate if there is any way I can help you in your effort I shall 
be only too glad to try (within legal limits, of course). 

Wishing you the best in your project. 


Lewis M. Tarr, D. V. M 


CATAWIEBA, Pa., November 18, 1954. 

Mr. Patrick E. GORMAN, 

Secretary-Treasurer, Amalgamated Meat Cutters and Butcher Workmen of 
North America, Chicago, Ill. 


DEAR Mr. GorMAN: I want to thank you for your letter and pamphlet concern- 
ing the situation in the poultry dressing and packing industry. Although I eat 
poultry both locally dressed and otherwise, I had no idea that such a situation 
existed. Being aware of the regulation of the meatpacking industry, I had no 
idea that such a large segment of the food preparation business was still com- 
pletely wide open and unregulated. 

I have read your pamphlet Congress Should Probe Sick and Diseased Poultry, 
and I believe you are performing a great service by calling this matter to public 
attention. I intend to quote your pamphlet and comment upon it in the next 
issue of our county medical society bulletin. Thanking you again, I am, 

Sincerely yours, 
C, PERRY CLEAVER, M. D., 
Editor, Columbia County Medical Society Bulletin. 


PENNSYLVANIA STATE VETERINARY MEDICAL ASSCCIATION 


Whereas the need for improvement and expanded methods of inspection of 
meat, meat products, poultry, and poultry products within the Commonwealth 
of Pennsylvania has been noted by the Pennsylvania State Veterinary Medical 
Association ; and 

Whereas the method of improving the inspection of meat, meat products, 
poultry, and poultry products has been assigned to the committee on meat 
hygiene of the Pennsylvania State Veterinary Medical Association: Therefore 
be it 

Resolved, The Committee on Meat Hygiene in meeting assembled on January 
19, 1955, recommends the improvement of inspection of meat, meat products, 
poultry, and poultry products by approved veterinarians, supervised by the 
Pennsylvania Bureau of Animal Industry through ordinances to be passed by 
each county in the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania: and 

Whereas it is necessary this program for the improvement of the inspection 
of meat, meat products, poultry, and poultry products be financed adequately, 
it is further recommended by the committee on meat hygiene of the Pennsylvania 
State Veterinary Medical Association, the official agent of the State, county, 
municipality, or township making the inspection of the meat, meat products, 
poultry, and poultry products, be compensated by the State, county, municipality, 
or township for whom the official inspector is making the inspection; and 

Whereas it is essential the cost of inspection be borne by those being bene- 
fited by the inspection of meat, meat products, poultry and poultry products. It 
is recommended the compensation for inspection be collected from the slaughter 
establishments for whom the inspection of meat, meat products, poultry and 
poultry products is being made, by the State, county, municipality or township: 
Therefore be it 

Resolved, The Pennsylvania State Veterinary Medical Association through its 
Veterinary Advisory Committee to the Pennsylvania State Department of Health 
forward these recommendations to the Secretary of Health and the Secretary 
of Agriculture of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania for their action on these 
recommendations, and copies of this resolution be forwarded to the Governor, 
Secretary of Agriculture and Secretary of Health, Director of the Bureau of the 
Animal Industry and the Medical Society of the State of Pennsylvania. 
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Erie, Pa., December 13, 1954 


AMALGAMATED MEAT CUTTERS AND BuTCHER WoRKMEN OF NORTH AMERICA, 
Chicago, I. 

GENTLEMEN: A letter with your heading signed by Earl W. Jimerson and 
Patrick E. Gorman, president and secretary respectively, together with a booklet 
with the title “Congress Should Probe Sick and Diseased Poultry” has bee! 
received and read with avid interest. 

As past president of the Pennsylvania Veterinary Medical Association, and also 
chairman of that association's committee on meat hygiene for 3 years, I have 
been greatly concerned with the problem you describe. The Federal Govern 
ment had advertised for veterinarians to work in poultry dressing plants but 
I have no way to know how many are employed in that work at this time 
My inquiries have brought information from every State in the Union regarding 
their laws and regulations on meat hygiene and sanitation of slaughtering estab 
lishments. Only about nine States have laws on slaughtering that are being 
enforced except for occasional sanitary inspection of the premises. I believe 
the Federal meat inspection program is conducted in an efficient manner but the 
sick, injured and diseased animals do not have to stand inspection as they are 
usually butchered in local plants or even some emergency slaughtering is done 
in barns or under the shade trees. 

I believe you can count on the support of all members of the veterinary pro- 
fession and trust that you have sent the information to the American Veterinary 
Medical Association, 600 South Michigan Ave., Chicago, I}! 

There are several reasons for the present conditions which exist in the meat 
and poultry industries. Possibly the first is that most people try to mind their 
own business and even when they know that something should be done they 
adopt the old motto “Let George do it.” It is not pleasant to think about these 
things so they had rather think about something else. 

Possibly some of the present jobholders find it to their interest to look the 
other way rather than start a cleanup job that might result in their being kicked 
out of their present position. 

The public is very apathetic and not easily disturbed. If anyone tries to start 
a cleanup program of this nature the first thought of most people is that he is 
after a job. 

It may be possible to educate the public in some way but if they can buy meat 
at a few cents’ saving they never question the quality. 

Before the conditions are entirely corrected it may be necessary to write an 
other Jungle Book and have it circulated throughout the country by health units, 
medical and veterinary associations and others and also bring some of the 
chief offenders into court and secure some convictions. Even then there would be 
a long hard job ahead. You may be sure of my support in this program and 
trust that you will keep me informed with all new developments 

Yours sincerely, 


' 


P. L. Rovsr, D. V. M 


THE RuHopeE ISLAND MeEpICcAL Socrery, 
Providence, R. I., December 17, 1954 
Mr. Parrick E. GORMAN, 
Secretary-Treasurer, Amalgamated Meat Cutters and 
Butcher Workmen of North America, Chicago, IU. 


DeaR Mr. GorMAN: Your communication to us with enclosure of your inter 
esting pamphlet regarding the problem of better control of the poultry industry 
was presented to the council of the Rhode Island Medical Society at a meeting 
this week. 

I am instructed by the council to inform you that this society is very much 
interested in the problem you have presented, and it will be most willing to 
cooperate in the furtherance of it when the opportunity presents itself. 

Sincerely yours, 
THomMas Perry, Jr. M. D., Secretary 
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Lupsock Crry-County Heattu UNIT, 
Lubbock, Texr., October 27, 1954. 
Mr. EarLt W. JIMMERSON, 
President, Amalgamated Meat Cutters, 
Chicago, Il. 

Dear Sir: Please send us 25 copies of your bulletin, Congress Should Probe 
Sick and Diseased Poultry. 

Because of existing conditions in this area and the recognized need for pro- 
motion of better poultry sanitation, we are willing to distribute these bulletins 
to our local city, county, and State officials. 

Our plans for local control as indicated are too far away to satisfy the exist- 
ing need for better protection of the public. 

Sincerely yours, 
A. Pierorp, M. D., Director. 


OapEN CITY CORPORATION, 
Ogden, Utah, June 2, 1954. 
PaTricK E. GoRMAN, 
Editor & Publisher, 
2800 Sheridan Road, Chicago, Ill. 


Dear Mr. GorMAN: I have just finished reading “Congress Should Probe Poul- 
try!” by Hilton E. Hannah in the May issue of the Butcher Workman. May 
I congratulate you in taking the initiative in bringing to light those conditions 
that I hope will put pressure where it belongs. 

A letter from your organization and the above-mentioned article was given 
to me by Mr. Al Thon, business manager for your organization in this city. I 
have enjoyed his support for some time. 

We have been working on.and enforcing sanitation regulations in poultry 
plants here for some time, but we are constantly troubled with poultry being 
shipped into Ogden from plants where there is no inspection. We do not get 
the support from our State department of agriculture that we are entitled to. 
They are more interested in an economy program than in the protection of the 
public. 

More power to you. - 

Sincerely, 
S. R. CUNNINGHAM, R.S., 
Chief Sanitarian. 


PORTLAND, OrEG., May 8, 1956. 
S. W. BARKER, 
100 Indiana Avenue, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Str: Doctor Osgood and staff were at the (X) plant Wednesday, May 2, 
to take the second blood test and at that time they found that 16 of the 70-some 
people had contracted some form of respiratory ailment since the first blood 
test on April 11 and advised them to see their doctor and to have X-rays taken 
if they are not feeling up to par. Ethel Johnson was hospitalized and Leona 
Freason and Robert Patterson and L. L. Enninga are under doctor’s care at 
home. Nineteen employees out of the crew at (Y) plant showed in the test 
as positive psittacosis. (Z) poultry plant in Portland reported to doctor 
Osgood’s office today that there were approximately 7 off ill at that time and 
that they are investigating it. Nellie Jeffries of the (X) company reported 
that she had to leave work this morning and that several of the girls had been 
ill there including the owner of the plant. At the regular meeting of the local 
union a motion was made to secure a certificate of proof that the turkeys had 
been treated with aureomycin to be presented with each flock to be processed 
and to renew our request for insurance for the people working on the turkeys 
in this breeder season so it will be necessary for me to call a meeting of the 
industry. Please advise if this is correct procedure with your thinking. 


W. R. Davisson, 
Secretary and Business Representative, Egg and Poultry Local No. 231. 
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ARKANSAS VETERINARY PRACTITIONERS’ ASSOCIATION, 
Weat Memphis, December 6, 1954 
Bar. W. JIMMERSON, 
President, Amalgamated Meat Cutters and 
Butcher Workmen of North America, 
Chicago, Ill, 


Dear Mr. Jimerson: I recently received a copy of your pamphlet, Congress 
Should Probe Sick and Diseased Poultry, and find it interesting reading, but a 
repetition of information of which the veterinary profession in Arkansas is well 
aware. 

I would suggest that if you are interested in collecting more information of 
the same caliber that you look into the poultry-processing establishments in 
northwestern Arkansas. The State veterinarian in Arkansas has in his em 
ploy a * * * [copy illegible] much of the same type as you found in Texas 

Please be advised that this association is most anxious to see the situation in 
Arkansas brought to the light of day. We veterinarians, fully realizing that an 
acute public health problem exists, offer to help your organization on this problem 
in any way possible. 

Sincerely, 
J. F. ALBeRsON, Jr., D. V. M., 
Secretary-Treasure) 


FLORIDA STATE Boarp Or HEALTH, 
Jacksonville, October 26, 1954 
Mr. Ear. W. JIMMERSON, 
President, Amalgamated Meat Cutters and 
Butcher Workmen of North America, 
Chicago, Ill. 

DEAR Mk. JIMERSON: I have read with interest the pamphlet entitled “Con- 
gress Should Probe Sick and Diseased Poultry.” I thoroughly agree with your 
organization that this is a phase of meat inspection which has long been neglected. 
One has only to study the disease outbreaks of food poisoning in the United 
States to see the high percentage of them that may be traced to poultry. 

As an example of the above, I have just recently experienced a very acute 
outbreak in the State of Florida. This was food poisoning originating from a 
church supper where frozen turkeys were served. 

In Florida meat inspection by legislative act is vested in the Florida Livestock 
Board, but, as in other areas in the country, this does not include poultry. The 
only inspection that these poultry plants receive is that of routine sanitation 
inspection by local sanitarians with reference to sewage disposal and general 
sanitation. Nothing is done to discard unfit and diseased birds except that which 
is done by the processing plants theirselves. 

I would appreciate sufficient copies of your pamphlet so that they may be dis 
tributed to each of our county health units and to our Representatives and 
Senators within the State of Florida. This should take approximately 200 in 
all, if they are available. 

Sincerely yours, 
JAMES E. ScaTrerpay, D. V. M., 
Director, Division of Veterinary Public Health. 


AMERICAN VETERINARY MEDICAL ASSOCIATION, 
Chicago, Ill., November 24, 1954. 
Mr. EArt W. JIMMERSON, 
President, Amalgamated Meat Cutters and Butcher Workmen of North 
America, Chicago, [11. 


DEAR PRESIDENT JIMERSON: Permit me to express my sincere interest in your 
recent letter and enclosure booklet entitled “Congress Should Probe Sick and 
Diseased Poultry.” It is encouraging to know that so large and respected a 
union as your own is activating measures aimed at elimination of diseased 
poultry and poultry byproducts from channels of trade. 

The 14,000 members of the American Veterinary Medical Association are also 
keenly interested in proper and adequate standards covering inspection of 
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market poultry. Many of our committees have targeted efforts toward improve- 
ment in this area for more than a quarter of a century. 

At your convenience, might I suggest that designated personnel from your 
union arrange a conference with Dr. John Hardenbergh, our executive secretary, 
for an open discussion of the problem. 

With the season’s best wishes. to you, your staff and your membership, I am 

Sincerely yours, 
A. H. Qury, D. V. M., 
President, AVMA. 


Bootn SMALL ANIMAL HOSPITAL, 
Elichart, Ind., November 26. 
GENTLEMEN : May I first commend you for your interest and efforts pertaining 
to the poultry packing industry. Have been wondering for a long time who 
would have the nerve, and the ambition, to attempt some correction. 
I don’t see that I can give you much help except moral support and my blessing. 
If the pamphlets, a copy of which you sent me, are available, 1 would be most 
happy to put them in the hands of my State and national representatives, with 
a personal request that they at least read it before going out for their next 
chicken dinner. 
Yours truly, 
FRANK R. Booru, D. V. M. 


KANSAS VETERINARY MepIcAtL ASSOCTATION, 
Kansas City, Kans., February 1, 1956. 
A. F. or L. Pusiic RELATIONS SECTION, AMALGAMATED MEAT CUTTERS AND 
BUTCHER WORKMEN OF NORTH AMERICA. 
(Attention Karl W. Jimmerson, president. ) 


Dear Srrs: Please send me a good supply of your recent pamphlets on the un- 
wholesome poultry processing in our great poultry eating country. One pam- 
phlet that I want is Check that Chick—the other is the one that I received last 
year with the sworn statements of the men on the killing floors (your union 
men) stating specifically some of the filthy and unwholesome carcasses that the 
operators cause the men to dress for human consumption. 

I am the chairman of the public relations committee of the Kansas Veterinary 
Medical Association. I would like to have these pamphlets by return mail to 
distribute to the KVMA members at our State convention at Hutchinson, Kans., 
February 5, 6, 7, 1956. 

I am also working with the city commission of Hillsboro at this time to put 
a meat and poultry inspection ordinance into effect here in our own city im- 
mediately. The public is 100 percent with us for this inspection service when 
we point out these facts to them. 

I want to take this opportunity to commend you for your pioneering in this 
fight to get Federal and State poultry inspection on all poultry slaughtered in the 
United States. I believe that in the very near future we will see a law enacted 
to stop a lot of the filth in the poultry industry. 

Thanks a lot for your immediate attention to this request. 

Sincerely, 
PusLic RELATIONS COMMITTEE, 
W. M. Turss, D. V. M. 
Chairman. 


THE GREATER St. LOUIS VETERINARY MEDICAL ASSOCIATION, 
St. Louis., Mo., January 12, 1955. 
AMAIGAMATED MEAT CUTTERS AND BUTCHER WORKERS OF NORTH AMERICA, 
Chicago, Ill. 

GENTLEMEN : The members of the Greater St. Louis Veterinary Medical Associa- 
tion have requested that I express the appreciation of our association to your 
organization for its fine public service in preparing and distributing the pam- 
phlet Congress Should Probe Sick and Diseased Poultry. 

This pamphlet is a great medium of public education which is necessary for 
public understanding of the need for Federal laws. Our members would like 
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to distribute these pamphlets to their clients and to local civic groups. We could 
use 5,000 pamphlets for this purpose. Would you quote us a price on this 
number? 
Yours sincerely, 
LUTHER EK. Freprickson, D. V. M., 


Secretary 


Los ANGELES, Ca.ir., May 4, 1956 
Hon. Lister HI, 
Washington, D.C.: 

Provisions S. 3176 poultry inspection strongly opposed by poultry processors 
and distributors for approximately 80 percent of industry in 9 Western States. 
Also suggest to obtain cooperation of industry that you consider placing this 
mandatory inspection program under the Department of Agriculture who have 
under a voluntary program developed an excellent inspection program. Further 
request this industry request be made official part of this hearing. 

PaciFic Datry & POULTRY ASSOCIATION. 


May 8&8, 1956. 
Senator JAMEs E. Murray, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.: 


Re bill S. 3176 a large proportion of New York consuming public prefers using 
fresh New York dressed poultry, the annual volume consumed approximating 200 
million pounds in New York dressed form. Compulsory evisceration would force 
many small processing plants out of business and adversely affect small retailers 
in our area besides adding unnecessarily to the cost of the poultry to the consumer. 
We favor plant sanitary inspection and all inspection essential to insure the 
wholesomeness of all poultry reaching the consumer but without the compulsory 
requirements in bill S. 3176. 

MARKETMEN’S ASSOCIATION, Port oF NEW York, INC., 
B. I. Brown, Chairman. 


(Whereupon, at 5: 10 p. m., the committee was recessed, to reconvene 
at 10a.m., Thursday, May 10, 1956.) 
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THURSDAY, MAY 10, 1956 


Untrep Srares SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON LEGISLATION AFFECTING THE 
Foop anp Drug ADMINISTRATION OF THE 
ComMMITTEE ON LABor AND Pusiic WELFARE, 
Washington, Pe G7 

The subcommittee met at 10 a. m., pursuant to adjournment, in 
room F-41, the Capitol, Senator James FE. Murray (chairman of the 
subcommittee) presiding. 

Present: Senators Murray and McNamara. 

Also present: William G. Reidy and Mary De Dio of the com- 
mittee’s professional staff. 

Senator Murray. The subcommittee will come to order. 

The first witness is the Honorable Phil M. Landrum, Congressman 
from Georgia. 


STATEMENT OF HON. PHIL M. LANDRUM, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF GEORGIA 


Mr. Lanprum. I have a prepared statement, and I would like to 
read that first. Then, if there are any questions and you feel I can 
answer them, I would be glad to try to answer them. 

Mr. Chairman, I am Phil M. Landrum, a Member of the House 
of Representatives from the Ninth Congressional District of Georgia. 

I understand that this committee is hearing testimony relating to 
legislation proposed in 8. 3176, introduced by Senator Murray and 
others. This bill, according to its title, would: 

Amend the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act so as to prohibit the move- 
ment in interstate or foreign commerce of unsound, unhealthful, 
unwholesome, or adulterated poultry and poultry products. 

I oppose this bill. Now, Mr. Chairman and members of the com- 
mittee, my opposition to the bill is not based on any desire to permit 
the movement of diseased or unwholesome or unpure poultry and 
poultry products into our regular trade channels, but rather because 
the mechanics of this bill, if finally passed into law, would all but 
destroy a vital segment of our agricultural economy, and yet fail in 
what I hope is our common goal; that is, to insure an adequate supply 
of pure, ehbicuens delicious, and edible poultry to the consumer. 

First, let us examine the size of the business with which we are here 
occupied. About $314 billion, or 11 percent of the agricultural in- 
come in the United States, is derived from poultry and poultry prod- 
ucts. More than two-fifths of the foregoing figures cover poultry 
meat, as distinguished from eggs and egg products. 


diseased, 
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The production, processing, and distribution of poultry would be 
profoundly and adversely affected should S. 3176 be passed. Its pas- 
sage would be injurious to the consumers of this Nation, as well as 
to the farmers. 

Since the 1920’s, the poultry industry has evolved from the most 
humble conditions to its present state whereby it ranks third in gross 
income of all agricultural commodities. Indeed, there is perhaps no 
other livestock product which can point to such continuous growth as 
has taken place in the poultry rl particularly in the past 10 
years. 

In 1930, the per capita consumption of all poultry, including 
turkeys, was 17 pounds on a ready-to-cook basis; in 1955, it was 27 
pounds. In 1930, the cash value of chicken and turkey marketed 
in the United Stattes was $380 million; in 1955, it was over $14 billion. 

In 25 years, poultry consumption has almost doubled, and the cash 
value of poultry marketed has more than tripled. Poultry is and 
always has been produced in almost every county in these United 
States, but it is only in recent years that the industry has reached its 
present preeminence. Over a billion chickens annually come out of 
commercial broiler areas alone in the United States. 

I am privileged to represent the Ninth Congressional District of 
Georgia, which is composed of 18 northeast Georgia counties. Con- 
centrated in this mountain region, we have the greatest production of 
broilers in the world. 

Last year our gross income in Georgia from poultry was ap- 
proximately $160 million. Today our weekly placement of baby 
chicks on farms in this area is about 4 million. However, it is not 
only for producers and consumers in Georgia that I speak, but for 
all of the consumers and producers in the United States. Georgia 
chickens reach into almost every consumer area, and what is good for 
these customers of ours is also good for us in Georgia. 

With such volume production, we are naturally concerned about 
the consumer. We are compelled, by good conscience and good, sound 
business sense, to produce superior quality, pure and wholesome poul- 
try. Likewise, we do everything possible to send to the retail markets 
all over these United States a product processed under clean and 
meticulously sanitary conditions, so we welcome inspection of our 
industry and we invite inspection of our commodity. 

But, let us have this supervision under a reasonable, practical, and 
fair basis. This bill, S. 3176, is not drawn with normal American 
standards of good, sound business as its foundation. The first and 
fundamental fault in the bill is the placement of its administration 
and enforcement of its provisions in the Food and Drug Administra- 
tion. 

Mr. Chairman, the Food and Drug Administration is a regulatory 
agency which has done a magnificent job during the past 50 years. Its 
proper sphere, however, is not in the poultry plant, nor on the farm, 
and this, may I interject here, is to my mind a very important state- 
ment. Much can happen to a product after it leaves the farm and 
after it leaves the processing plant, and the Food and Drug Adminis- 
tration should concentrate its efforts at levels beyond the farm and 
the processing plant. 
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The Congress of the United States has long recognized and adopted 
the principle that the Department of Agriculture was the proper 
agency to inspect, certify, and identify the class, quality, quantity, 
and condition of agricultural products. 

Unnecessary inspection raises the cost to the consumers and lowers 
the returns to farmers. We must have and want an inspection pro 
gram adequate to furnish protection for the public, and at the same 
time one that is practicable and economically feasible. Only in this 
way can all our interests be protected. 

The bill would require antemortem bird-by-bird examination, 
inspection, quarantine, segregation, and condemnation of poultry 
about to be slaughtered. Professionally trained veterinarians advise 
me that a great many chickens appear to be sick that are not sick. 
( ‘ontrary wise, a great many chickens appear not to be sick that are 
sick. On the average it is impossible to determine from the way a live 
chicken appears whether or not it is suitable for human food. 

Indeed, antemortem inspection is, therefore, mostly ridiculous, and 
to require such inspection by law obviously would involve the Con- 
gress in appropriating money for organization “empire building” 
which the t: axpayer can ill afford, and which would render no demon- 
strated additional health safeguards to consumers. 

It is inconceivable that presumably qualified men should seriously 
contend, in view of the vast experience which has been obtained by 
the United States Department of Agriculture over the past quarter 
century through research and application of poultry inspection pro- 
grams, that mandatory antemortem, bird-by-bird inspection is either 
desirable or essential to the public safety. 

Contrast such a recommendation with the fact that even today there 
is no regular federally financed minute-by-minute, let alone day- 
by-day, or even month-by-month, continuous inspection of the pro- 
duction of the most deadly drugs which are permitted to be sold, 
administered, and injected into our American public. 

Witness the deaths that resulted when sulfanilamide was first mar- 
keted, and, in more recent days, the tragic aftermath when the Salk 
vaccine was first introduced into the tender flesh of the children of 
this Nation—all of which was done with the full approval of the 
Food and Drug Administration but without dose-by-dose, ounce- 
by-ounce inspection while the product was being produced. 

The bill would not only permit the condemnation of poultry about 
to be slaughtered, it could also require condemnation of whole carcasses 
of poultry that may be systematically sound simply because a part 
of the same bird might be off condition, such as having a bruised wing. 

This, again, is contrary to the principles of sound food inspection 
procedure which for animal products in general, the United States 
Department of Agriculture, through practical experience, study, re- 
search, and application, has spent 50 years developing. 

Unwarranted condemnations of wholesome poultry, such as S. 3176 
would invite and permit, are wasteful: and in addition to raising 
prices to consumers and lowering returns to farmers, suggests to this 
speaker a violation of that part of the Bill of Rights which gives the 
a of property guaranties against confiscation without due process 
of law. 
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So in 8. 3176 the Congress is asked to violate the spirit of the Bill 
of Rights by passing a Taw providing for the destruction of private 
citizens’ property without sufficient cause. 

Now, I’ve said to you that we are not afraid of inspection, and that 
we will welcome it on a proper basis. That this bill does not meet 
the requirements of sound commonsense for the consumer and the 
farmer seems obvious to me. 

Recognizing that you gentlemen are fair and reasonable men, honor- 
ably dedicated to the goal of doing the most good for all segments of 
our society, I believe you will discern that S. 3176 is not the answer to 
our desire for a wholesome poultry product for the American con- 
sumer. So where is the answer to what we say we want todo? What 
are our experiences in this field of meat and poultry inspection ? 

The United States Department of Agriculture has operated an in- 
spection program for the poultry industry for more than 25 years. 
The volume inspected under the voluntary program has inc creased by 
over 225 percent in the last 5 years. This clearly demonstrates this 
great poultry industry is endeavoring to furnish consumers with the 
finest products obtainable. 

Over 1 billion pounds of poultry and poultry products were in 
spected in 1955 under the existing inspection service. It employs 
about 300 veterinarians and 150 lay inspectors. Its standards are 
strict. It is “voluntary” only in the sense that a man has the choice 
of accepting, maintaining, or canceling the service, but once he has 
signed a contract for the voluntary service, a poultry processor has 
subjected himself to a most stringent regulation. 

The sanitation regulations alone run to such details as specifications 
for refuse rooms, sewage disposal, floors, walls, ceilings, and to a great 

variety and range of operating procedures, equipment, and even freez- 
ing and packaging. 

Under the existing inspection program, no processor has any word 
whatsoever in the administration of the inspector who inspects in his 
plant. Transfers and other matters of personnel administration are 
strictly in the hands of the Federal department. 

Now, if I can be permitted a suggestion to the committee, I would 
say reject S. 3176 and give this matter over to the Committee on Agri- 
culture for study. Here we could draw on the vast and successful 
experience of the poultry inspection division long ago established in 
the Department of Agriculture which is now operating a careful pro- 
gram of safeguarding the poultry consumers of America, and at the 
same time giving the poultry farmers of America an economically 
sound program of supervision. 

That completes my prepared statement. 

Senator McNamara. I have no questions, Senator. 

Senator Murray. I wish to say, offhand, that I am in accord with 
what you say with reference to the need for inspection and the im- 
portance of an inspection that will guarantee food for the American 
people that will be free from poison. 

Mr. Lanprum. Certainly. 

Senator Murray. They are adopting a new prayer in this country I 
have repeatedly referred to as, “God , give us this day our daily poison. 
We are getting an awful lot of poison in the poultry business. That 
has been demonstrated by the testimony here, and I don’t think that 
there is the slightest doubt about it. 
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It is a very serious situation. I want to say that I am perfectly 
willing to have the Agriculture Committee or any other committee 
take over this problem, but somebody has got to do it. We can't 
afford to let the consumers of this country be poisoned by food that 
is known and demonstrated to be in bad condition. 

I knew very little about this thing before because heretofore l 
bought my chickens right direct from the farmer and I never had any 
difficulty about it. 

Mr. Lanprum. You were never poisoned when you bought them 
directly from the farm. 

Senator Murray. No, they were clean chickens, killed the day 
before and right from my infancy that is the kind of food that I 
have been accustomed to. It is unfortunate that this great industry 
couldn't be built up and have a protection during the time it was 
being built up from the dangerous conditions which have developed, 
It is very unfortunate. 

I am anxious that this thing be thoroughly investigated, and if 
this is not a sound way of handling it, I want it rejected. 

Mr. Lanprum. If I may interrupt your statement, | would not 
disagree with anything you have said except the inference that might 
be drawn from your statement that although we have had food 
poisoning result from the eating of poultry and poultry products, 
! do not believe your committee has had demonstrated to it instances 
where that food poisoning developed because of anything that hap 
pened on the farm or in the processing plant. 

I think probably if you went into it fully, you would discover, first, 
that the poisoning was concentrated in maybe a small area, and second, 
I believe you would find that the poisoning developed after it was 
delivered to the jobber or wholesaler or retailer in the market place. 

I do not mean to convey the idea that our farms are perfect nor 
that all of our processing plants are perfect. This thing, however, 
is too big for a farmer to believe that he can put off on the American 
public a low-quality product, and a sick product, and there is too 
much money involved for the processor to believe that he can get by 
with marketing an unwholesome product. 

If you will indulge me a moment longer, I will cite some personal 
experiences I have had in this field before I ever thought of coming to 
the Congress. 

We have a small processing plant in the town in which I live, rural 
mountain town where we grow in that county all of the time more 
than half a million broilers and process all of the time. 

The plant was first organized by the cooperation of several citizens 
in the town to provide a place to process the chickens that were grown 
in our community. We were near the verge of bankruptcy on several! 
occasions because we lost 1 load of poultry; 1 truckload of poultry can 
mean the difference between a profit and a loss, and oftentimes in 
the small operations which are, after all, the backbone of our business, 
it means the difference between staying in business and not staving. 

So we can’t afford to have a bad situation. 
good stuff. 

Senator Murray. We are all anxious to protect industry, and we 
don’t want to do anything that is going to destroy the producers. 

Mr. Lanprum. Of course not. ; 


We have got to have 
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Senator Murray. In the slightest degree. We want the fullest and 
most complete testimony that can be had here on this subject, as I said. 
I have no personal interest in it. The thing came to my committee, 
to me and to others that were interested in this matter, and we filed a 
bill and we are having these hearings. But we want complete testi- 
mony on it. 

We don’t want anybody shut out. We want to have a complete 
hearing here and find out what should be done. Whatever should be 
done ought to be done by Congress. 

Mr. Lanprum. I am satisfied that Congress will finally do the right 
thing when we have all of the information. We usually try to do that, 
anyway. 

Senator Murray. I will ask my staff, who has been studying this for 
some time, to ask some questions. 

Mr. Remy. Mr. Congressman, you are probably aware that the 
American Farm Bureau Federation and the Farmers Union and the 
Department of Agriculture testified yesterday, all agreeing that we 
should have m: indatory inspection of poultry. 

Mr. Lanprum. Iam aware of that only by being told. I didn’t hear 
them and I don’t know what they recommended, 

Mr. Retpy. All three groups testified that they believed we should 
have mandatory inspection of poultry and that it would be in the 
interest both of the poultry producers and of the processors. We 
received differing opinions, but those three groups agreed that it should 
be in the Department of Agriculture. 

There was some difference of opinion as to whether it should be in the 
Red Meat Inspection Division or not. I just wanted to ask whether 
you agreed with the Farm Bureau Federation and the Department of 
Agric ulture and the Farmers Union that compulsory inspection of 
poultry is desirable ? 

Mr. Lanprum. I think we ought to have compulsory inspection. To 
say I agree with them, I would want to read their statement first, but 
generally I do agree that we must have inspection. Our business is 
too big, and we are calling on the consumer to buy too much of our 
product for it not to be known to them through proper inspection 
that they are getting a good-quality product. 

My pet rsonal feeling i is that it should remain in the Poultry Inspec- 
tion Division of the Department of Agriculture, rather than trying to 
put it over into Red Meat, let us say, because I do not believe we 
ought to abandon a division that is doing a good job under the circum- 
stances. 

Maybe we need to give it a little more thought, and give it more au- 
thority. I wouldn’t want to do anything to crowd the Red Meat Di- 
vision. I think they are doing a good job i in that. 

Mr. Remy. Congressman, you spoke about the poisoning which oc- 
casionally occurs, as in a good many cases occurring after delivery of 
the poultry to the retailer, which is undoubtedly true. Y esterday we 
had testimony as to an outbreak of psittacosis in Oregon within the 
last 2 months in which 60 people were stricken, and 2 died. 

You would agree, would you not, that psittacosis and salmonella do 
not develop ina bird after it reaches the retailer ? 

Mr. Lanprum. Certainly so, but there again you come back to the 
basic fact that the farmer must maintain certain standards, and if he 
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has a disease breakout among his flock he ought to have somebody, 
either his feed dealer or some veterinarian who serves the community, 
to tell him what to do and how to control it. 

This infection that you are speaking about must take place at the 
farm. It cannot be transmitted by the carcass. 

Mr. Remy. It would be in the interest of the poultry producer, would 
it not, to have a system whereby they could promptly identify the flock 
that had psittacosis and come to his assistance and let him know 
about it ¢ 

Mr. LANDRUM. Why, of course. M: ay I say this: That speaking 
from my limited experience only, in this Georgia area where such a 
large production of broilers is now concentrated, we don’t have a large 
production of turkeys, but broiler production is very large. We have 
with most of the feed dealers and in all of the area qualified veterinar 
ians or lay inspectors who perform flock inspection and house inspec 
tion all during the growth period. 

Never do we have an occasion down there to find a farmer wanting 
to put off on the public a sick flock of chickens. We try to get them to 
market 9 weeks old, just as well and healthy as possible. That is the 
only way we can make money. 

Mr. Remy. We had testimony Hie the Department yesterday, and 
mes to the effect that the imposition of mandatory controls would 
be of great benefit to the poultry industry, because it would increase 
consumer acceptance of poultry if they knew that all poultry and not 
just some percent of it were inspected. 

Would you be inclined to agree with that ? 

Mr. Lanprum. You say mandatory controls; you mean mandatory 
inspection there, do you not‘ 

Mr. Rerpy. Yes. 

Mr. Lanprum. Compulsory inspection is all right with me provided 
it is paid for like the red-meat program is paid for. I wouldn't want 
to have compulsory inspection, and continue the cost of it as it is now 
paid for on a voluntary basis, simply because that would deprive the 
farmer of some of much-needed income at the present time, and it 
would, I think, unnecessarily increase the price the consumer must 
finally pay. 

Mr. Retpy. S. 3176 would relieve the poultry producer of that pre 
ent burden, would it not, because it does call for the Government to 
assume all of the costs of inspection. 

Mr. Lanprum. We will also do that under another bill; yes 

Mr. Remy. At least that provision is in S, 3176. 

Mr. Lanprum. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Remy. You mentioned that S. 3176 might tend to deprive a man 
of his property. S. 3176 is drawn by legislative counsel based on the 
existing Red Meat Inspection Act, which has existed for some time, and 
it has the same protections in it for the owner of property, and the 
same rights to have access to the court. 

You would agreed that the Food and Drug Act and the Red Meat 
Inspection Act ‘have not tended, have they, to deprive individuals of 
property without due process of law? 

Mr. Lanprum. I submit, sir, that the strict interpretation or appli- 

cation of the statement I made probably could be classified as a little 
cuimeaeilad but I use it only to emphasize and to bring out this point. 


78733—56 14 





204 MANDATORY POULTRY INSPECTION 


A poultry product, once it is processed, must move to the market 
as swiftly as possible. Suppose, for instance, that this poultry product 
is Inspected and something is found wrong with 1 part of 1 carcass, 
a bruised wing, as I mentioned, or a bruised leg, or we find something 
else wrong with 1 box of the poultry where they put as many as 2 dozen 
in a box. 

Under the terms of this bill it is possible and conceivable that the 
Pure Food and Drug Administration, acting like they have always 
had to act, would condemn or hold up, maybe not condemn, but hold 
up for as much as 24 to 36 hours the delivery of that load of poultry. 

Well, that is done. If it is not delivered within that period of time 
that load of poultry may as well be poured on the trash heap and 
destroyed by fire. 

Mr. Rewy. If it is delivered and sold to consumer, and the sus- 
picions of the Food and Drug Administration were proved right, a 
good many people might be dead. 

Mr. Lanprum. Yes; but you have got an “if” there that is such a 
remote possibility, Mr. Reidy, that our inspection program in the plant 
and at the farm would take care that no such thing would happen. 

You are not going to get anybody poisoned from a bruised wing, 
and you are not going to get anybody poisoned from a broken leg, or a 
skin broken here and there on a carcass. We are talking about poison, 
now, and we aren't talking about this other thing. 

I am saying that under this bill poultry in that sort of condition 
found to have those things by the Pure Food and Drug inspectors 
could be held up. If it is held up for 24 or 36 or 48 hours, as I say, 
you may as well destroy it. 


Mr. Remy. Does that situation not exist today under the Federal 
Food and Drug Act? Do they not have the authority and the obliga- 
tion to do just that if somebody draws their attention to a net of 


poultry which they may have reason to believe may be harm 
consumer / 

Mr. Lanprum. I think that they could, but I don’t know of instances 
where they have. I am just saying what could happen under this bill. 

Mr. Remy. It could happen under existing law, could it not? 

Mr. Lanprum. Surely. If the Pure Food people want to go into it, 
that is right, but under existing law it would not take place in the 
processing end of it; it would take place in my opinion after it reached 
the market, and there is where your poisoning develops. 

We have another thing. We start a load of poultry to market and 
we have cargo insurance and we have public liability and property 
damage, but it doesn’t cover spoilage, and if by collision with a pole 
or another vehicle on the highway, or breakdown of the vehicle that 
is transporting it, that poultry is delayed and spoilage occurs, we have 
no insurance to cover it. 

The rates are prohibitive, and we simply couldn’t buy it. It isa com- 
plete loss. In many instances we have such losses. We just have to 
absorb them. 

Mr. Remy. That is all. Thank you, Mr. Congressman. 

Senator Murray. Are there any other questions? 

Thank you very much for your statement, and we are very pleased 
to have you here and to have your statement that this needs very care- 
ful consideration, and I agree with you that we should go into it thor- 


ul to the 
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oughly and not pass any bill that is going to be injurious to the prov 
essors or to the (cain or to anybody, including the consumers. 

We want legitimate legislation on that, and we don’t want to hasten 
anything through and I am going to have a full and complete hearing 
of this. 

Mr. Lanprum. I know you will. Your reputation as a Senator in 
dicates that you will, and I am glad that you are going into this, and 
[ hope that we can finally wind up with a satisfactory program under 
our Deserta of Agriculture. 

Senator Murray. Thank you. 
The next witness is Dr. Dan Schlosser. 


STATEMENT OF DAN. SCHLOSSER, CHAIRMAN, MEAT AND POULTRY 
COMMITTEE, THE ASSOCIATION OF FOOD AND DRUG OFFICIALS 
OF THE UNITED STATES 


Dr. Scuxosser. My name is Daniel L. Schlosser, chairman of the 
meat and poultry committee, the Association of Food and Drug Oth 
cials of the United States. 

Senator Murray. Thank you. Do you have a statement! You 
may read your statement. 

Dr. Scuvosser. I wish to point out here that I am also chief of the 
meat and poultry section of the State Board of Health in Indiana. 

The committee on meat and poultry inspection has given considera- 
tion to the consumer protection as set forth in several bills which have 
been introduced in Congress for inspection of poultry for whole 
someness. 

These bills fall into two categories exemplified by the Murray bill 
and the Aiken bill. 

The committee has determined that the provisions of the Aiken bill 
and companion bills in the House are not acceptable because the au- 
thority granted to the Secretary of Agriculture would remove poul 
try and poultry products from the scope of the jurisdiction of the 
Federal Food and Drug Administration and from State and local 
authorities, thereby creating a defect in consumer protection. 

The Murray bill and companion bills in the House are acceptable 
for the following reasons: 

1. They are primarily concerned with consumer protection. 

2. They would coincide with the presently organized Food and 
Drug agencies on the Federal, State, and local levels. 

As a result of the above, the committee recommends that the asso- 
ciation support the enactment of the general provisions of the Murray 
bill. 

‘The next problem facing the committee was what agency of the Fed 
eral Government could most effectively carry out the provisions of the 
law. 

The committee recommends that the authority and the responsibility 
for the enforcement of the provisions of the Murray bill be placed in 
Food and Drug Administration, Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare. If, in its wisdom, the Congress of the United States 
finds that this is not a feasible plan, the committee recommends that 
the authority and responsibility be placed in the agency that is em- 
powered to enforce the provisions of the Meat Inspection Act of 1906 
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and its amendments. That is the Meat Inspection Branch, Agricul- 
tural Research Agency, United States Department of Agriculture. 
As a result of the committee’s recommend: ation, we wish to present 
the following resolutions : 

These resolutions were presented to the full organization and were 
passed. ‘This is the resolution: 


Whereas there are now under consideration in the Congress of the United 
States a number of bills which would make mandatory the continuous inspection 
for wholesomeness of poultry and poultry food preducts; Therefore, be it 

Resolved, That this association be on record as favoring the broad principle 
of mandatory inspection and in support of the following principles for guidance 
of the Congress in formulating this legislation: 

That the general approach of the Murray bill be followed, rather than 
the approach represented by the Aiken bill. 

2. That the inspection service be placed in a governmental agency having a 
traditionally consumer protective purpose, namely, the Food and Drug Admin- 


istration or the Meat Inspection Branch of the United States Department of 
Agriculture. 


3. That any exemption from compliance with the Federal Food, Drug, and 
Cosmetic Act be limited to the extent of applicability of the continuous inspection 
law as enacted ; and that there be no exemption from compliance with applicable 
State and municipal food laws. 

The other resolution is as follows: 


Whereas diseased poultry can be eliminated during slaughter and processing 
operations only by adequate ante-mortem and post-mortem inspection procedures ; 
and 


Whereas if these procedures are not followed during slaughter, dressing, and 
evisceration, the evidence of disease will be largely removed by the eviscerating 
process and making its subsequent detection by control officials impossible, and 
thereby depriving the consumer of adequate protection ; and 

Whereas the holding or shipment of uneviscerated dressed poultry to facilitate 
later evaluation for disease is repugnant and inconsistent with modern-day 
sanitation concepts : Therefore, be it 


Resolved, That this association go on record as favoring legislation making 
mandatory such ante-mortem and post-mortem inspection as is necessary to 
insure elimination of diseased poultry moving in interstate commerce and furtther 
requiring the immediate evisceration after slaughter of all such poultry and that 
the secretary forward this resolution to the appropriate congressional committee. 

Senator Murray. Thank you, Doctor. Are there any questions? 

Senator McNamara. I have no questions. 

Mr. Reipy. Dr. Schlosser, could you tell us what the composition 
is of the Association of Food and Drug officials of the United States? 

Dr. Scutosser. The Association of Food and Drug Officials are food 
and dairy enforcement people in the 48 States and Canada, which 
includes membership in the Food and Drug Administration, the Meat 
Inspection Branch, the United States Public Health Service, and the 
three gover nmental agencies which are members of the association. 

Mr. Remy. Do any of your members work for or are they identified 
with the State agricultural services? 

Dr. Scunossrer. Yes, sir. I am not going to say exactly how many, 
but I presume that about two-thirds of our members work under the 
departments of agriculture in their States. 

Mr. Remy. And these men who work for the departments of agri- 
culture are in favor of S. 3176 calling for compulsory inspection of 
poultry by the Food and Drug Administration / 

Dr. Scuosser. In essence, yes. If you will notice in the first reso- 
lution, we ask that the inspection service be placed in a governmental 
agency having a traditionally consumer-protective purpose, namely, 





MANDATORY POULTRY INSPECTION 207 


the Food and Drug Administration, or the Meat Inspection Branch of 
the United States Department of Agriculture. 

Mr. Remy. You have heard the Congressman testify a little while 
ago. He raised a question as to the desirability of or the necessity for 
ante mortem inspections. Would you have anything further to say 
on that? 

Dr. Scuiosser. We feel that ante mortem inspection would elimi- 
nate emaciated birds and birds that have a sinus infection. 

Mr. Remy. And you believe that that is sufficiently serious as to 
justify the expense or necessary personnel that might be involved ? 

Dr. Scuiosser. We feel that the ratio of birds with the condition 
which should be condemned on ante mortem inspection is high enough 
that we should have an adequate ante mortem inspection. We do not 
feel that it would be necessary for a veterinarian to do the ante mor- 
tem inspection, but a person trained in poultry pathology. 

Mr. Remy. And working under the supervision of a veterinarian. 

Dr. Scutosser. That is right. 

Mr. Reivy. That is all. 

Senator Murray. Thank you, Doctor. 

The next witness is Dr. Kingman. Dr. Kingman, you may give 
your name and the name of the organization you represent. 


STATEMENT OF HARRY E. KINGMAN, JR., ASSISTANT EXECUTIVE 
SECRETARY, AMERICAN VETERINARY MEDICAL ASSOCIATION 


Dr. Krneman. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am 
Harry E. Kingman, Jr., a doctor of veterinary medicine. I am ap- 
pearing on behalf of the American Veterinary Medical Association, 
of which I am assistant executive secretary. The AVMA, represent- 
ing the profession of veterinary medicine in the United States, appre- 
ciates being afforded the opportunity to have a representative appear 
before this committee concerning 8. 3176, 84th Congress. 

The American Veterinary Medical Association favors and endorses 
the general provisions of the proposed legislation which would pro- 
hibit the movement in interstate or foreign commerce of unsound, 
unhealthful, diseased, unwholesome, or adulterated poultry or poul- 
try products. 

This year is the 50th anniversary of the Federal meat-inspection 
service. It has been repeatedly stated and is undoubtedly a fact that 
the United States has the finest and safest meat supply in the world. 

This service, since its inception, has been administered by the 
United States Department of Agriculture. This Department, 
through its Bureau of Animal Industry, in the early years, and more 
recently through the Meat Inspection Branch of the Agricultural 
Research Service, has developed a program that is now used in this 
country and throughout the world as the foundation for food-inspec- 
tion systems. 

Those who have had an opportunity to closely observe the work 
of the Federal Meat Inspection Service are immediately impressed 
with the close adherence to the basic criteria necessary for an ade- 
quately safeguarded inspection system. 

These are: 

1. The inspectors must be qualified and competent. In the case of 
products of animal origin, there must be sufficient number of pro- 
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fessional veterinary workers available to assure scientifically accu- 
rate disposition of products. 

2. The inspectors and supervisory personnel must have tenure of 
office so long as they competently perform their work. 

3. The service must be caine to the consumer. 

4. The system should be financed by public funds. 

At the time of the establishment of the Federal Meat Inspection 
Service, poultry meat was marketed largely in the live state. At that 
time there were no large poultry-slaughtering operations where the 
viscera were removed from the carcasses and no provision for poultry 
inspection was made. ' 

Conditions today are quite different. The need for an inspection 
program for poultry products became apparent many years ago and 
the American Veterinary Medical Association, through its members 
and committees, has in many ways called attention to this problem 
and made recommendations designed to correct some of the deficiencies. 

A complete documentation of AVMA activities in this area would 
be voluminous and of little value to the committee. We would, how- 
ever, like to submit for the committee’s consideration two documents 
included as appendixes A and B to this statement. 

The first is an Outline for the Preparation of Governing Legisla- 
tion and a Proposed Code for the Inspection of Human Food, pre- 
pared by the AVMA committee on food and milk hygiene and adopted 
by the association on August 13, 1955. 

The AVMA committee on food and milk hygiene, in their report, 
emphasized the value of a coordinated food-control program under 
veterinary planning and direction. 

The second is a copy of a resolution adopted by the AVMA house 
of mprentan eet, August 21, 1954, urging that the Poultry Inspec- 
tion Service becombined with the Federal Meat Inspection Service. 

The legislation proposed in S, 3176, in its present form, creates a 
Poultry Inspection Service asa division of the Food and Drug Admin- 
istration, Departinent of Health, Education, and Welfare. This serv- 
ice would not have at its immediate command the experience, the 
prestige, the personnel, or the know-how presently available through 
the United States Department of Agriculture.. 

In its enforcement of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act 
and other laws, the Food and Drug Administration reports probable 
violations to the Department of Justice for prosecution, seizure, or 
injunction action in the Federal courts. 

These procedures have usually been followed even with respect to 
minor or technical violations. Suspected violations generally involve 
formal hearing procedures with overtones of potential prosecution 
action. The experience of this Department has been to administer 
a program on a punitive rather than a preventive basis. 

The Federal Meat Inspection Service of the Department of Agri- 
culture for 50 years has oe administered on the philosophy of pre- 
venting those acts that could result in violation. We feel that this 
basic difference in experience is an important consideration. 

Likewise, the establishment of a separate inspection service is not 
consistent with the recommendation of the AVMA committee on 
food and mild hygiene urging the organization of a coordinated 
food-control program under veterinary planning and direction.. We 
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fee] this is of primary importance and would urge that the recom 
mendation providing for the establishment of a Poultry Inspection 
Service within the Federal Meat Inspection Service be given consid 
eration by your committee. 

In conclusion, gentlemen, the enactment of legislation providing for 
adequate inspection of poultry and poultry products is of vital concern 
to the entire veterinary profession. 

The American Veterinary Medical Association respectfully requests 
and recommends that consideration be given to amendments which 
would authorize and direct the Meat Inspection Branch, United States 
Department of Agriculture to extend the benefits of meat inspection 
to include poultry and poultry products. 

I wish to thank you in behalf of the American Veterinary Medical 
Association for having had this opportunity to be heard. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to enlarge very briefly on this statement 
since references have been made in today’s testimony, and testimony 
of yesterday with regard to S. 3588. 

The position of our association is somewhat similar with regard 
to 3588 as it is to 3176. We feel that many provisions of S. 3588 
fail to meet the standards and criteria set up both by our committee 
on food and milk hygiene and by the resolution adopted hy our house 
of representatives. That leaves our association in the position of 
urging that neither of the bills be enacted as presently written. We 
don’t like to be in the position of being against everything. 

Senator Murray. We usually find that is true in every case. We 
seldom find a bill that cannot be improved in some respect. 

Dr. Ktneman. Our association, anticipating possibly a question of 
what we feel should be the type of legislation which we could support, 
has drafted and, if I am not presumptuous, I would present, an amend 
ment that we feel would meet the situation. 

Senator Murray. We are very glad to have it. 

Dr. Kineman. This is a bil] to amend the Meat Inspection Act, 
as amended, so as to prohibit the movement in interstate or foreign 
commerce of unsound, unhealthful, diseased, unwholesome, or adul- 
terated poultry or poultry products: 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembied, That the Meat Inspection Act 
amended by adding at the end thereof the following new section: 

Sec. 97. Effective not later than two years from date of approval of this 
amendment, no person, firm or corporation, or officer, agent, or employee thereof 
shall transport or offer for transportation and no carrier of interstate or foreign 
commerce shall transport or receive for transportation from one State or Terri- 
tory or the District of Columbia to any other State or Territory or the District 
of Columbia or to any place under the jurisdiction of the United States or to any 
foreign country any poultry and/or poultry products unless such poultry and 
or poultry products are inspected and identified as such in the manner provided 
in the said Act, as amended, provided that the provisions of this amendment 
will be administered by the Agricultural Research Service, United States De 
partment of Agriculture: Provided further, That the exemption provisions in the 
said Act with respect to a farmer, a retail butcher, and a retail dealer so far 
as concerns the specified amounts of poultry and/or poultry products, shall be 
prescribed by such rules and regulations as may be issued by the Secretary of 
Agriculture. All the penalties, terms and provisions in said Act, as amended, 
are hereby applicable to poultry and/or poultry products and the establishments 
and other places where such poultry are slaughtered and/or poultry products 
thereof are prepared or packed for the interstate or foreign commerce and to 
all persons, firms, corporations and officers, agents and employees thereof who 


is hereby 
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slaughter such poultry or prepare or handle such poultry products for inter- 
state or foreign commerce. 


That the Act to provide revenue to regulate commerce with foreign countries 
to encourage the industries of the United States to protect American labor and 
for other purposes approved June 17, 1980 be amended by adding the words 
“and poultry and poultry products” to the words “meats” or “meat” wherever 
those words appear in section 306 (b) and (c) of that Act. 


APPROPRIATIONS 


There is hereby authorized to be appropriated such sums as are necessary 
to carry out the provisions of this Act. 

Dr. Krneman. I want to thank you for this opportunity, and that 
concludes my statement. 

Senator Murray. We thank you for your very careful statement 
here this morning. I am sure that your amendment will be given very 
full consideration and will probably result in improving the proposed 
legislation. Thank you very much. 

Are there any questions? 

Senator McNamara. I wondered about the use of one word in the 
second paragraph of page 1 of your statement. You referred there 
to “unsound and unhealthy and diseased and unwholesome and adul- 
terated poultry.” What is your interpretation of the use of the word 
“unsound” in that position ¢ 

Dr. Kineman. “Unsound” includes conditions possibly not of par- 
ticularly harmful quality in the public health field but not esthetically 
acceptable to the consumer. 

Senator McNamara. All right. 

Mr. Remy. Doctor, would you mind telling us who makes up the 
Amo»rican Veterinary Medical Association ? 

Dr. Krneman. Our association is composed of approximately 13,000 
graduate veterinarians who are members of the professional associa- 
tion, the American Veterinary Medical Association, which is the na- 
tional association for the profession. 

Mr. Remy. And doctors of veterinary medicine are the people, the 
only really qualified people that we can ‘rely on to answer questions of 
what is the proper procedure for finding out whether poultry is sound 
or is not sound. Perhaps I should refer to wholesome or unwhole- 
some. 

Dr. Krneman. They are the people who have the basic training in 
pathology, bacteriology, and animal disease problems that are trained 
to distinguish and determine animal problems. 

Mr. Remy. And these veterinarians testify that we should have a 
compulsory inspection system for poultry ? 

Dr. Ktneman. Our association has been on record for several years 
on that. 

Mr. Remy. What do you feel, as a doctor of veterinary medicine, 
as to the desirability or undesirability of ante mortem inspection as a 
part of sucha problem’ ? 

Dr. Kineman. Section 5 of appendix 1, which is the outline for 
suggested legislation, is on page 3 of our submission. It provides for 
ante mortem inspection. 

Mr. Remy. You believe it is important? 

Dr. Kingman. Our committee recommends that it be included. 

Mr. Remy. And of sufficient importance to outweigh any incidental 
costs that might be added by virtue of ante mortem inspection ? 
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Dr. Kineman,. It is an important and integral part of complete food 
inspection. 

Mr. Remy. If we had a poultry Inspection program that did not 
include ante mortem inspection, you would feel the public would 
still have to worry about the product that is offered / 

Dr. Kixneman. It would not meet the standards set up by our asso- 
ciation and committees of our association. 

Mr. Remy. Thank you, sir. 

Senator Murray. Would it not perhaps result in the production of 
diseased chickens for the consumer ¢ 

Dr. Kineman. I would say, “yes,” as interpreting our committee 
findings that they included in their recommendations. 

Senator Murray. Thank you very much for your statement. 

The next witness is Dr. Aaron H. Haskin. 

Would you state your name, please ‘ 


STATEMENT OF DR. AARON H. HASKIN, HEALTH OFFICER, 
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, NEWARK, N. J. 


Dr. Haskin. I am Dr. Aaron H. Haskin, health officer of the city 
of Newark, N. J. 

Of course, my interest in poultry inspection or in wholesome poul- 
try is chiefly from the health point of vie . I do not plan to offer 
any advice concerning the industry itself, but it is mainly from the 
public point of view and the protection of the public. 

I want to say that prior to 1950 much of the poultry entering into 
the city of Newark was offered for sale as so-called New York dressed, 
which was undrawn, head and feet on the carcass, and live poultry. 
This was a marketing habit for many years in this area 

At this time, that is, in 1950, the eviscerated, ready-to-« cook poultry 
began to show in volume in the Newark marketing area. Reports from 
meat inspectors under my direction showed that some of this poultry 
was not being correctly processed, properly handled, and not always 
in a state of wholesomeness or fitness for food. 

As the Newark area market services not only this city, but all of the 
surrounding area within a 25-mile radius, and some along the Jersey 
coast, and even into New York State that happens to be a central 
marketing area where the main wholesale areas happen to be—there 
are between 3 million and 5 million consumers ultimately serviced 
from this area. 

Realizing that eviscerated poultry was increasing in volume, we 
decided that a strict patrolling and inspection of these products would 
be necessary. My first move was to promulgate and have passed city 
ordinances relating to the sanitary environment, processing proc edures 
and inspectional services of all poultry processing plants sending in 
and offering their product for sale within the city of Newark. 

These ordinances were finally adopted and passed and in the late 
part of 1954 the present program was launched. Since that time, the 
following situations have been revealed: Over a total of a quarter of 
a million pounds of this poultry has been condemned for unfitness for 
food and many of the shipments have been rejected because of careless 
and sloppy processing procedures. 

Some of the common conditions observed were the bile sacs on the 
livers, crops cut but not fully removed, undigested food particles con- 
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taminating products, lining not completely removed from gizzards, 
lungs left in body cavity, parts of trachea left on products, peri- 
cardical sacs not removed—and don’t forget, this is ready-to-cook 
food—testicles left in body cavities, oil sacs not cut or partially cut 
out, vents left on some of the chickens, fecal matter contaminatin 
products, poultry not completely and cleanly defeathered and pinn 
in all instances, evidence of poultry diseases on some of the carcasses 
proving lack of inspection at the source of slaughter. 

Mr. Remy. May I interrupt there to ask are these conditions health 
hazards or are some of these just hazards to one’s aesthetic sense ? 

Dr. Haskin. I would say 90 percent are health hazards, and not 
just merely a matter of esthetics. 

With these flagrant violations present on the part of the shipments 
shipped into Newark, N. J., we began to wonder as to the condition 
of the places where this poultry was being processed. 

About this time, most of the larger food chains were no longer 
offering New York dressed poultry but were selling eviscerated 
ready-to-cook poultry exclusively, thereby increasing the volume of 
sales in this area by hundreds of tons. 

Some meat inspectors were then sent out to the three major poultry 
producing areas that were then shipping in to the city of Newark, 
that is, New England States, New York, Pennsylvania and the East- 
ern Shore, which comprises Delaware, Maryland and Virginia. They 
were then sending much of their product into the city of Newark. 

Of a total of 15 plants visited, only 2 were found to be free from 
pertinent violations of the Newark ordinance. Some of the condi- 
tions observed at these plants were as follows: No evidence of quali- 
fied ante mortem or post mortem inspection of poultry, poultry not 
chilled for proper length of time before shipment, internal tempera- 
ture taken at some establishments were as high as 60 degrees Fahren- 
heit, no hot water or live steam available, hoods over moving chain 
throughout line containing much rust flakes, dirt and dust, ceilings 
and walls throughout plants containing peeling paint and condensate 
over product, sparrows and other small birds observed nesting in 
plants and flying over some of the operations, and broken window 
panes present. 

As to the hood over the scalding tank, it was rusty and dirty. This 
was found in many of these plants and not just in one. No screens 
present on any doors or windows throughout the plant, overhead pipes, 
beams, ceiling and upper sidewalls covered with dust, dirt and cob- 
webs. That means that they haven’t been cleaned for a long, long 
time. Broken window panes were present in this area, too, and the 
plant doors left open and not self-closing. 

There was no hot water or live steam available to wash and clean 
equipment. As to the holding station for live poultry, the floors and 
ceiling had accumulations of dirt, trash and other unused equipment. 

Feed troughs and chicken batteries rusty, corroded and very dirty. 
The conveyor belt was very dirty and large accumulations of dust; 
second-hand containers were used to pack poultry parts, wooden 
crates were assembled in an unclean room. 

In the light of these findings, I could take no other action but to 
exclude these establishments from offering their products for sale 
within the city of Newark. While this affected not only the city of 
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Newark, but the entire area that gets its supply of chickens from the 
city of Newark, it is all north New Jet rsey and the Jersey coast, and 
parts in New York State. 

Many of the above-mentioned poultry processing plants which were 
excluded from sale, wishing to regain the New ark marketing area, 
have promptly and evidently corrected the violations. They were 
observed by our meat inspectors, under our direction. This proved 
conclusively to us that competent inspection and strict adherence to 
the terms of the ordinances would insure to the consumers in our 
marketing area clean, wholesome poultry and poultry products free 
from contamination and disease. 

All of these plants visited bore the inspection legend of a State, 
city or USDA inspectional service. This included the USDA-type 
of inspection which is for sanitation and given to plants processing 
undrawn poultry and the legend of inspection for wholesomeness 
which is performed at plants that are eviscerating and producing 
ready-to-cook poultry. 

As recent as last week, a poultry processing plant in the State of 
Virginia, which operates under USDA inspection for wholesomeness, 
shipped into the city of Newark poultry which was in violation of our 
ordinance. The product was unclean and testicles were observed left 
in the body cavities of many of the chickens. 

I wanted to add this comment: While I am not involved in the 
program as to industry, or the problems of industry, and I am chiefly 
confining myself entirely to the problems of public health, our asso- 
ciation with both parts of the family. the United States Department 
of Agriculture and their red meat service, the United States Food and 
Drug Administration, we are involved in constant more or less experi 
ences with both, we found that as far as poultry inspection service 
was concerned, there was a tremendous laxness. 

There wasn’t the program that there should be. At one time we 
had—you see, they appoint inspectors, sanitary inspectors, more or 
less to examine establishments, and I am talking now about the poultry 
inspection services as presently constituted. 

We discovered a plant in New Jersey in which the inspector, the 
officially appointed inspector, was; the owner of the plant. The plant, 
of course, was so bad we had to reject the plant and exclude it from 
the area even though it was a New Jersey plant. 

My feeling in this matter is this: I would like to see it in the Food 
and Drug Administration because our connection is with the Food 
and Drug Administration and it is more intimate from the public 
health point of view. Health officers are always in constant com 
munication. 

Mr. Remy. You mean the Food and Drug Administration ’ 

Dr. Hasxrn. Yes, the Food and Drug Service. I think it is in the 
same Department. 

We have had good experiences with the Meat Division, with the 
red meat division of the Department of Agriculture, but even there 
we have had some very sad experiences. Our ruling in New Jersey 
for instance is that BAI-approved houses come into the State of 
New Jersey or into the city of Newark without any other inspection, 
as far as we are concerned, so we limit ourselves to intrastate oper- 
ations. But our experiences have been very sad in some instances. 





214 MANDATORY POULTRY INSPECTION 


There is a federally inspected house right in our own community 
that had to be threatened with complete shutdown and tons of their 
processed meats had to be embargoed because it was manufactured 
under the most unsanitary conditions. 

It was a BAI inspection. Of course, the matter was corrected, 
because the city of Newark stepped into the poduce. But I feel 
that we would have a greater enforcement capability of protecting the 
public health if it remains within the Food and Drug Service. 

Senator McNamara. I would like to ask a question. 

Since you passed this ordinance and insisted on sanitary conditions, 
did you find that as a result of your ordinance the price of the product 
was increased ¢ 

Dr. Haskin. No, I have not observed that, although I have with 
me my chief meat inspector who can possibly give a better answer 
on that. 

Have you observed an increase in the price of fowl as a result of 
this? 


STATEMENT OF JOSEPH HEARL, CHIEF MEAT INSPECTOR, MEAT 
INSPECTION SERVICE, NEWARK DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH 


Mr. Heart. My name is Mr. Joseph Hearl, the chief meat inspector 
of the meat inspection service of the Newark Department of Health. 

‘There was no increase. They have a regular market price which 
they must meet and there was no increase that we know of. 

Senator McNamara. The price in the Newark area appears to be 
the same as the New York area? 

Mr. Remy. Did I understand correctly, Doctor, that you say that 
in the 2 years from 1954 to date, in the Newark area, you have had to 
reject over a quarter of a million pounds of poultry ‘ ’ 

Dr. Haskin. That is the report I have received from Mr. Hearl, 
who is the meat inspection service head that that much has been 
condemned in the city of Newark. 

Mr. Remy. I don’t know whether you can answer this or not, but 
do many communities in the United States have meat inspection 
services similar to yours in Newark ¢ 

Dr. Hasxrn. I don’t know. Perhaps Mr. Hearl can answer that. 

Mr. Heart. There are not too many communities that have meat 
inspection. 

Mr. Remy. Those that do not-have it are getting poultry and accept- 
ing what you would reject, and ¢ -onsequently, the health of the people 
in those communities is being menaced through the absence of this 
service ¢ 

Dr. Haskin. While we are involved in the city of Newark, we must 
not lose track of the fact that what happens in Newark affects all 
north Jersey and most of south Jersey and especially along the 
Jersey coast. That is true because it. is the warehouses and the main 
distributing point for this area. 

When we make rules and regulations for us, it is affecting a larger 
area than just the city of New ark. 

Mr. Rey. I understand that, but the question I was raising was 
that. apparently on the basis of your experience, it would be fair to say 
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that the communities that do not have such inspection standards, and 
in the absence of a Federal inspection and compulsory service, the 
health of the people in the other communities would be considered as 
being camel by our present poultry setup ¢ 

Dr. Hasxry. I most certainly think so, and it is a very just state 
ment to make in view of the facts that we have. 

Senator McNamara. This quarter of a million pounds rejected, 
about what percentage would that be of your total supply! 

Mr. Heart. It is a very small percentage. It would be less than 
D percent. 

Senator McNamara, Would it be less than 1 percent ¢ 

Mr. Hearu. Yes, it would be less than 1 percent, It is a large 
marketing area, but as this gentleman asked the question, we do 
know that the processors which are currently excluded are still in 
business, therefore, they are shipping into other marketing areas. 
They are not coming into our areas, and they are excluded from our 
area. They are still in business, however, and doing business in 
other areas. 

Mr. Reipy. May I follow that remark by asking this: When you 
ban the product of a particular plant from going into the Newark 
area, do you advise the Federal officials of that fact‘ 

Dr. Hasxrn. Actually, not in most cases, but our banning of them 
has had cause for conferences, not directly, but the other way back. 
Suppose we banned a USDA house? That would go to the USDA, 
and then we would have a conference in our office, and that was the 
way they probably got wind of it, although we tried to make it as 
broad as possible, the notification as to the plant. 

But we don’t know in many cases whether it is the type of USDA 
service that requires us to report those things. We would be very 
happy to, and I think after the last conference—didn’t we agree that 
we would notify them of every plant rejection regardless of whether 
it was USDA inspected or not? 

Mr. Reiy. I should think that that would be a good thing. 

Dr. Haskin. At the last conference, that was decided. 

Senator Murray. Thank you very much for your very valuable 
testimony here today, Dr. Haskin. It is very important that we should 
get a thorough understanding of the situation. 

Dr. Hasxry. Thank you for giving me the opportunity to present 
this. 

Senator Murray. The next witness is Dr. Raymond Helvig, presi- 
dent of the Conference of Public Health Veterinarians. 


STATEMENT OF R. J. HELVIG, PRESIDENT OF THE CONFERENCE 
OF PUBLIC HEALTH VETERINARIANS, AS READ BY DR. OSCAR 
SUSSMAN 


Dr. Sussman. I have been asked to present the statement of the 
Conference of Public Health Veterinarians in place of Dr. Helvig. I 
am Dr. Oscar Sussman, representing the Association of State Public 
Health Veterinarians. 

The executive committee of the Conference of Public Health Vet- 
erinarians has requested me as a member of the conference to read into 
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the record the following letter representing the views of its mem- 


bership, and signed by its president, Dr. R. J. Helvig: 


The Honorable James E. Murray, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Legislation Affecting Food and Drug Act, 
Senate Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

Deak Mr. CHAIRMAN: The purpose of this letter is to voice the support of the 
Conference of Public Health Veterinarians for the enactment of Senate bill 3176, 
presently under consideration by the subcommittee of which you are chairman. 
The Conference of Public Health Veterinarians commends the sponsors of 8. 3176, 
und strongly urges that the committee support and encourage enactment of this 
vitally needed public health measure. 

The Conference of Public Health Veterinarians was founded in 1946 to pro- 
vide leadership for promoting the quality and effectiveness of veterinary public 
health activities conducted by official and nonofficial agencies and organizations. 
It has active members from Federal, State, and local health and agricultural 
agencies, the veterinary disciplines of the uniformed services, national and inter- 
national health organizations, educational institutions, and livestock disease 
control agencies. 

The conference is in complete accord with the intent of 8. 3176. Adequate offi- 
cial inspection of poultry has long been recognized by the veterinary profession 
as being essential if the consuming public is to be assured of wholesome, unadul- 
terated poultry and poultry products. The public health needs for such inspec- 
tion have become increasingly apparent in recent years. S. 3176 would provide 


for such inspection of poultry and poultry products involved in interstate com- 
merce. 


The conference appreciates the opportunity of testifying before this committee. 
Sincerely yours, 


R. J. HELvie, 
President, Conference of Public Health Veterinarians. 
Senator Murray. If there are no questions, thank you very much. 
Dr. Sussman. Thank you, gentlemen. 
Senator Murray. The next witness is Mrs. Paul Hartz. 


STATEMENT OF MRS. GENEVIVE OSLUND, LEGISLATIVE ASSISTANT 


OF THE GENERAL FEDERATION OF WOMEN’S CLUBS, WASHING- 
TON, D. C. 


Mrs. Ostunb. I am representing Mrs. A. Paul Hartz, chairman of 
legislation for the General Federation of Women’s Clubs, who is 
unable to be here. I am Mrs. Genevive Oslund, legislative assistant 
to the General Federation of Women’s Clubs. 

Our organization has a direct membership of 875,000 women with 
an affiliated membership of 414 million women who are for the large 
part homemakers and who have a deep interest and concern in the 
proposed legislation now up for your consideration. 

Since its organization in 1890, the General Federation of Women’s 
Clubs has worked for legislation to insure a pure and safe food supply. 
Dr. Harvey Wiley, w ho is often referred to as the father of the Pure 
Food and Drug Act, credited our organization with sparking the 
educational program which resulted in the passage of the act, and 
the subsequent establishment of the’Pure Food and Drug Adminis- 
tration. 

It seems altogether fitting in this 50th anniversary year of the Food 
and Drug Administration that we should again come before a con- 
gressional committee to urge the passage of a bill which will insure 


MANDATORY POULTRY INSPECTION 217 


the purity and safety of poultry, which has in recent years become 
& major item in the American diet. 

The General Federation does not believe that voluntary inspection 
can assure the consumer of healthy and clean poultry. We are aware 
that the Production and Marketing Division of the United States 
Department of Agriculture maintains an inspection service which 
is voluntary and for which the processor must pay. It is estimated 
that only 21 percent of the poultry in interstate commerce is inspected 
for wholesomeness and sanitation, but even in this low percentage, 
relatively large numbers of carcasses have been condemned as unfit. 

We also know that the Food and Drug Administration has the 
right to seize adulterated food including poultry, but due to limita 
tion of staff and funds the average rate of inspection coverage of the 
poultry processing plants amounts to a spot check once every 3 or 4 
years. 

Veterinary investigations have concluded there are over 25 diseases 
of poultry to which man is susceptible. The present Commissioner 
of the Food and Drug Administration states that not only after 
slaughter inspection is needed to protect the consumer , but before- 
slaughter inspection as well. In earlier days, when life in our country 
was less complex, the canny eye of the housewife could tell by looking 
at the color of the comb, the condition of the feet and feathers, whether 
the bird was healthy. 

Today, the busy housewife is glad to find her poultry already killed 
and dressed, but her clues for wholesomeness have been eliminated. 
Therefore, we believe that in order to insure that there is clean, uncon- 
taminated and healthy poultry in our markets, new legislation is 
needed to provide for the compulsory inspection both before and after 
slaughter. 

We commend the majority of the poultry industry, which has mais 
tained good standards of sanitation. The phenomenal growth of the 
industry since 1940 is in a large part responsible for our predicament. 
The poultry industry is the third largest source of gross farm income 
of the Nation, while the per capita consumption has risen to 35 pounds 
per person. 

Under these circumstances we can no longer rely on voluntary in 
spection to protect the consumer against dirty, diseased, or otherwise 
unwholesome poultry. As yet only a few States have came, ha 
poultry and sanitation programs. 

The General Federation of Women’s Clubs urges favorable consid 
eration of S. 3176, an amendment to the Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act 
to prohibit the movement in interstate and foreign commerce of un- 
sound, unhealthful, diseased, unwholesome, or adulterated poultry or 
poultry products. 

Senator McNamara. I have no questions. 

Senator Murray. Thank you very much. 

The next witness is George D. Riley. 
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STATEMENT OF GEORGE D. RILEY, LEGISLATIVE REPRESENTA- 
TIVE, AMERICAN FEDERATION OF LABOR AND CONGRESS OF 
INDUSTRIAL ORGANIZATIONS 


Mr. Riey. Mr. Chairman and Senator McNamara, my name is 
George D. Riley. I am legislative representative of the American 
Federation of Labor and the C ongress of Industrial Organizations. 

The American Federation of Labor and Congress ‘of Industrial 
Organizations supports the provisions of S. 3176. 

As the largest group of consumers, in excess of 60 million, we have 
a tremendous equity in this legislation. 

To us, it is incredible that anyone willingly would be so bold as to 
oppose this bill, directly or by indirection. "There can be no equivo- 

cation over safety of the human stomach, no compromises between 
filth and cleanliness. 

To be told that a processing plant is inspected but the product is not 
inspected for complete safety and wholesomeness before and after 
slaughtering, is simply something we cannot understand. Or that 
the product 1 is fully inspected all along the line but that the plant is 
plainly filthy, that, too, we cannot understand. How can a product 
be wholesome in itself and at the same time emanate from an un- 
wholesome establishment ? 

Such tolerance is not allowable for red meat. Yet what is good for 
red meat is too good for poultry. 

For 50 years, there has been a law upon which consumers have relied 
for protection against contamination, disease, general filth in the red- 
meat traffic. That law was passed only a few years after the scandals 
arising from supplying embalmed meat to our men in the Cuban cam- 
paign ‘and elsewhere in the Spanish-American War. 

Senator Murray. I remember that very well. 

Mr. Rirey. They used formaldehyde, as you will remember, Sena- 
tor. That was but a part of the antics of the “fast-buck” gentry of 
those days enriching themselves while draping the flag around their 
foul shoulders. 

Our members have the right to demand as strict protection in these 
three categories as poultry consumers as they receive under the red- 
meat law: 

(1) General health promotion. 

(2) Assurances against industrial hazards for those employed in 
the industry. 

(3) Processing conditions free from slightest suspicion. 

This is a moderate program for the consumer. Broken down by 
components, this is exactly what we want: 

(1) Ante mortem inspection. 

(2) Post mortem inspection. 

(3) Sanitation of plant, facilities, and equipment. 

(4) Sanitary processing practice. 

(5) Enforcement of this act by the Food and Drug Adminis- 
tration. 

The American consumer has believed for years he was protected 
from filth and now finds he has been let down. A good job is done 
by some portions of the industry but we find it necessar y to indict 
those in the industry who prefer to do things to their own liking— 


a tt em pee oho beet 
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those who use the same slimy, nasty water over and over for one batch 
after another of carcasses and who engage in all the rest of the deca- 
dent practices which prevail in those segments of the industry to 
which reference is made here. 

At present, some 35-five pounds of poultry are consumed per capita. 
Poultry is a major part of the food industry. Twelve cents of the 
food dollar goes for poultry and poultry products. Yet, as wide- 
spread as is poultry buying, our members report shocking conditions 
in the poultry processing plants. 

Expressions of sseantiingial have come from our members and 
their families who likewise wish to be poultry consumers. They have 
thought all along they have been safeguarded by their Uncle Sam. 
Sure, one can cook the filth and germs, “but if that is what they want 
they should not have to pay poultry prices to get such fare. 

We are concerned not only about disease and the other situations, 
but we ask ourselves why somewhere in this Government officials have 
not called upon the Congress for the same law we seek here today 
to protect consumers. 

We do not need George Gobel to tell us anything about a “dirty 
bird.” » Maybe we can tell him. 

It is time for a real change in a new age. ‘Too much profit has 
been made at the expense of the unsuspecting. 

We ask for early report on S. 3176 essentially in its present struc- 
tural form. 

If I may offer some informal observations, based upon my attend- 
ance here at these most important hearings, I think that these hear- 
ings are vital, and sufficiently so that it seems to me that the TV 
camera men have overlooked an important bet by passing up the 
proceedings which you are conducting here today. ‘There has been 
reference made in these hearings as of yesterday to the importuning 
by the Department of Agriculture into the seizure of three carloads 
of poultry in the State of Colorado. 

We have also heard the threats of legal action against individuals 
who raised their hands in order to try to attempt to protect the public 
health. We were told that the turkeys involved were designed to go 
into the stomachs of young Americans in the form of the school-lunch 
program. Weare very jealous of that school-lunch program. I sup- 
pose we have given as much attention to the promotion of that pro- 
gram as perhaps all of the other forces combined in America, outside 
of the Government. That is to the point now, that I believe for the 
new fiscal year there will be some $60 million of Federal money spent 
on that program. 

We tink a great deal of the schoolchildren of Colorado, and we 
think a great deal of the schoolchildren of Nebraska and all of the 
other 46 States to the end that the Federal Government apparently 
through the Department of Agriculture is trying to salvage portions 
of these dirty birds, these contaminated birds and these filthy birds, 
and since Colorado did not want them they attempted to send them to 
the unsuspecting schoolchildren of Nebraska. 

Now, we think that that is a downright misuse of part of that $60 
million and we hope that if there are such other cases, and the indica- 
tions seem to point to the fact that there are, that they will be divulged 
in proper order and that if there are any statutes which are being 
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violated by Federal officials that they will feel the effects of the same 
statutes which they threaten to use against officials in Colorado. 

Regarding the testimony by Mr. Landrum of Georgia, I am im- 
pressed by the fact that Mr. Landrum is strictly swimming upstream 
with his testimony before your committee. He says that he has been 
told by word of mouth what has been going on in the hearings here. 
I wonder if he has been told by word of mouth or otherwise that the 
Southeastern Poultry Association of which his State is a member, 
wants mandatory inspection, and that of course, is the industry speak- 
ing. Seemingly, he was speaking for the industry, and not only 
Georgia, he said, but he was speaking for the industry of the entire 
United States. 

I hope that Mr. Landrum gets around to reading that portion of 
the record which points out the fact that his own poultr y association 
wants mandatory inspection. 

I might point out also that there are a couple of news items coming 
from trade journals within the last 60 days. One of them speaks of 
Newcastle disease, a very malignant sort of thing which affects the 
human eye, and the mucous glands of the eye, and may be controlled 
eventually in Georgia. There is an item from Gainesville, Ga., which 
says that the Georgi: 1 poultry authorities are optimistic that the New- 
castle outbreaks have been checked. 

Dr. Dank Morris, of the Georgia Poultry Laboratories in Gaines- 
ville and also at the laboratory at Canton, states that few reports of 
new outbreaks within the past week—that is the week of March 16 
of this year, and said that: 

We are hopeful we have halted the spread of the virus. 


Vaccination programs have been stepped up according to figures released 
this week. 


Dr. Morris points out that— 


it is obvious that growers are paying more attention to sound management 
practices. Because growers have become conscious of the results of careless and 
indifferent management, and are now taking proper steps to correct the situa- 
tion, we are therefore confident the worst is over. 


Of course, the public never gets this kind of information, Mr. Chair- 
man. They still have the delusion that everything is wholesome if it 
has a shield which appears to be the official stamp of the United States 
Government through the Department of Agriculture which in my 
opinion, is a gross misuse of an official emblem. 


He adds: 


With growers paying particular attention to adequate vaccination and re- 
suming good management there is little likelihood that there will be any seasonal 
loss normally dut to parasites. 


Of course, even that story, as factual as it is, is talking about the 
seasonal loss to growers and not the year around loss to consumers. 

Then, here is an item from the Poultry and Eggs Weekly, of April 
28, 1956, ee of chronic respiratory disease, and the article has 
a byline of Dr. Jack R. Palmer, Georgia extension veterinarian. This 
is in the same tenor. It is all about the welfare and the well- being of 
the industry. I would like to submit that as a little bit too long to 
impose upon your patience at this point. 
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(The article is as follows:) 


{Poultry and Eggs Weekly, April 28, 1956) 
CHRONIC RESPIRATORY DISEASE 
By Dr. Jack R. Palmer, Georgia extension veterinarian 


The cause of chronic respiratory disease, also called air sac colds, or chronic air 
sac infection, is unknown but is now thought to be caused by a pleuropneumonia- 
like organism (PPLO), a virus, a bacterial organism, or by a combination of 
these agents. 

It has been shown that the PPLO can be transmitted through the egg from 
infected breeders. The disease can be transmitted by direct contact with 
infected birds or by exposure to contaminated equipment, feed, water, droppings, 
dust, and other material capable of carrying the agent. 

While most of the cases occur in birds between 1 and 4 months of age, the dis- 
ease also has been observed in old birds. The highest incidence is in the spring. 
The mortality is about 10 percent, but in certain outbreaks in broiler flocks, it 
has reached as much as 30 to 50 percent. The initial respiratory symptoms are 
usually no different from those seen in Newcastle disease or in bronchitis. 
When these symptoms persist longer than they do in these two diseases, CRD 
should be suspected. Reduced feed consumption is one of the first symptoms. 
Feed conversion is below normal, egg production gradually decreases by 10 to 40 
percent (unlike bronchitis, or Newcastle disease where there is a sudden 
decrease ). 

BY SUPPLEMENTS 


In acute outbreaks it is advisable to try to maintain a constant feed intake 
which may be achieved by vitamin and protein supplements and by feeding con- 
densed buttermilk with the mash or grain. None of the various antibiotics 
really destroys the CRD agent but, at best, reduces temporarily the severity of 
the disease and increases the appetite and improves the general condition of 
the flock. An antibiotic will not control the spread of the disease unless a high 
level of sanitation and management is maintained. 

The most promising control measure is a blood-testing program similar to the 
pullorum typhoid program now in effect. Successful techniques have been de- 
veloped and will be released for general fie'd application as soon as the tests are 
completed. 

Mr. Ritzey. We still want clean, disease-free poultry or we do not 
want any poultry. We think a great deal of the human stomach, and 
a lot more than the dollar sign which has been paraded up and down 
by those who are bleeding hearts for the industry. We do not like 
this public-be-damned attitude of the Department of Agriculture 
which was demonstrated before your committee yesterday. 

I never heard the word “consumer” used at any time by the official 
witnesses, and it was all about being friendly with industry. Without 
the consumer, there would not be any industry, and we think this thing 
is turned around, and it ought to be directed down the one-way street 
in the other direction. 

We are particularly alarmed, and I might even use the word “con- 
cerned” about provisions in the administration bill, S. 3588. The three 
points of that I sum up as follows: It is that the Secretary of Agri- 
culture may make such inspections as he determines necessary. It 
provides that the Secretary may not prosecute, if he does not see fit to 
prosecute. The Secretary may exempt regions of the United States 
from all forms of inspection if in his wisdom that is the way to do it. 

We are in a head-on collision here between the interest of what we 
claim to be representing in my statement to you of 64 million con- 
sumers, and the industry at large. 

Something has to give. That, Mr. Chairman, is it, as far as I am 
concerned. 
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Senator Murray. Your statement is very important to us, and we 
recognize that you do represent a large segment of our population, and, 
as usual, you are out in front to protect the welfare of the people, and 
of the country. 

Thank you very much for your statement. 

Senator McNamara. I have no questions. 

Mr. Remy. I think the record should show, Senator, that with re- 
spect to the situation in Colorado that Mr. Riley referred to, our 
records do not show what kind of reprocessing the Production and 
Marketing Administration had in mind with respect to those three 
carloads of condemned poultry, nor what they intended to do with 
the reprocessed article. We have asked the Department for a full 
statement which they will provide. 

Senator Murray. We will proceed. 

Dr. Oscar Sussman is the next witness. 


FURTHER STATEMENT OF DR. OSCAR SUSSMAN, D. V. M., REPRE- 
SENTING THE NEW JERSEY HEALTH OFFICERS ASSOCIATION 


Dr. Sussman. Mr. Chairman, for the record, I am Oscar Sussman, 
and I am a graduate veterinarian, and I have a masters degree in pub- 
lic health (M. P. H.) from Yale University, School of Medicine, and 
I am here representing the New Jersey Health Officers Association at 
this time. 

I would like to put in the record that I am not just authorized but I 
have actually been directed by the New Jersey Health Officers Associa- 
tion to point out what it considers some very flagrant abuses of Federal 
intervention in local health department problems that will actually be 
invoked if 3588, which has been discussed so liberally here, becomes 
law. I recognize this is a hearing on 3176. Our group last night, 
when I contacted them, felt it was very urgent, when I told them what 
happened yesterday, that these things be pointed out so that it should 
be in the record in the event there is any change made in 3176 which 
may, perhaps, accidentally take some of the provisions of 3588. 

With your permission, Mr. Chairman, if I may, I would like to go 
through this very quickly and just point out what we think is wrong 
with it. 

Senator Murray. We are very glad to have you do that. 

Dr. Sussman. In the first place, 3588 purports to be a compulsory 
poultry-inspection measure. That is what it actually purports to be. 
The bill does not provide for any compulsory inspection. The bill 
actually provides for permissive legislation or permissive regulation 
on the part of the Secretary of Agriculture, should he deem it necessary 
in his estimation to make such regulations. 

The bill 3176, on the other hand, does not leave that leeway to the 
Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare. The bill 3176 actually 
commands the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare to have 
performed a compulsory inspection on each and every bird by a com- 
petent professional person. S. 3588 does not do that, and it leaves 
it up to the discretion of the Secretary. 

Our association feels that this may, in the event it is left up to him, 
be determined in accordance with the wishes of the industry and not 
according to the wishes of the consumer or public health agencies who 
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are actually attempting to have a good type of inspection, which will 
provide for adequate inspection. 

So, that is one of the points that we think should very clearly be 
borne in mind by the committee if they start to consider some changes 
in 3176. 

The next thing I think that is important is that the bill puts the 
inspection, and I am speaking of 3588, in the Department of Agricul- 
ture, but it does not specify to the Secretary of Agriculture that it 
shall be placed in the Red Meat Inspection Division, or Branch, as 
it is now called. It merely states that he may place it where he wants 
it. Our association in looking at this bill finds there are many refer- 
ences to commerce and the bill is just inundated merely with the idea 
of being able to sell poultry, to be able to market the poultry, and to 
be able to push the poultry. 

Now, our health officers association is not against selling poultry. 
I am a licensed health officer, and so are all of the licensed health 
officers in this association. We do not feel that we are against indus- 
try or against eating chicken. We have chicken fries and everything. 
But this is not what should be purported to be in a legislative meas- 
ure which has to do with protection of public health. One is one, and 
the other is the other. 

It is pretty nearly a black and white issue actually, except for one 
standpoint, and that is the consumers. We feel that when you get 
into a milk problem, when the consumers have confidence in the prod- 
uct and, as you mentioned, Mr, Chairman, there is no poison in the 
product, it is not adulterated, the consumers will buy it. So, the 
actual man who is trying to sell it will be in a better position to sell, 
if the consumer has confidence in the inspection agency. 

Now, one thing that our association is very clearly against in 
S. 3588 is authorization of the Secretary of Agriculture to ascertain 
from time to time cities or areas where poultry or poultry products 
are handled or consumed in such volume as to affect, burden, or ob- 
struct the movement of inspected poultry products. He then is au- 
thorized to hold a hearing and he determines after that hearing 
whether this city or area shall come under the provisions of this act. 
He then publishes it in the Federal Register, and after the effective 
date of this designation of the area by him, the city of Newark, for 
example, would come under the provisos of the Federal Government. 

A man producing poultry in Vineland, N. J., selling it in Newark, 
if the Secretary of Agriculture of the United States deems it impor- 
tant to protect the sales of out-of-State competitors may have to come 
under Federal regulation and inspection. This is a health measure 
supposedly. To prevent competition of —s sold in New Jersey, 
though poultry is produced in Vineland, N. J., and is sold in Newark, 
N. J., the United States Secretary of Agriculture can come in and 
determine that that poultry has to be under the Federal regulation. 

The health officers in New Jersey, and I who work for the State 
department of health, are very concerned with local prerogatives. 
You probably realize all people are concerned about that. We do not 
even in the State department of health in New Jersey—and we are 
right close to them—try to take the prerogatives away from the munic- 
ipalities. 

This is a reaching down by the Federal Government, right down to 
the local level of two separate municipalities, and telling the little 
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farmer—and everyone has been talking about the little farmer, and 
this is actually the poor little farmer down in Vineland, in New Jer- 
sey—that he cannot sell his product within his own State in Newark, 
N. J., unless he kowtows, to the United States Department and Agri- 
culture and comes under their regulations. 

We just feel in New Jersey, and I think this applies to a number of 
other States, that we can handle the health problems within our State 
if they will just prevent all of the bad, unwholesome, diseased poultry 
which goes into the channels of interstate trade when they do not want 
sell it locally. That is all we want, the protection across the State 

ine. 

Now, S. 3176 does that. S. 3588 has been touted up to farm organi- 
zations as the bill that does not interfere with intrastate business. On 
the contrary, 3588 interferes most liberally with intrastate business, 
and whether the farm organizations object or not, the health officials 
in New Jersey, whom I represent, most violently object to that particu- 
lar proviso. 

I will now reply to section 5, of 3588. The Secretary, as I indicated 
before, shall, whenever processing operations are being conducted, 
make such examination, ante mortem, post mortem, or both, and 
reinspection as he determines necessary. 

This sounds very good, Mr. Chairman. It sounds like you are get- 
ting ante- and post-mortem inspections or both or at least one. How- 
ever, it is underlined in my copy here, which I have worked with my 
group on, “as he determines necessary.” If he does not determine it 
necessary, and you heard this gentleman from Georgia, I am afraid 
if some of the industry people have as much pressure ability as they 
have had in the past, maybe there will not be very much inspection if 
that particular type of thing comes in. 

Again, in the bill that your committee proposes, S. 3176, this is not 
left up to any pressure tactics. The Secretary or whoever gets it, 
whether it is Agriculture or Health, must make an inspection post 
mortem, and he may make an inspection ante mortem. This does not 
apply with regard to 3588. 

In section 10, there is a proviso in there that is disturbing if this 
bill S. 3588 becomes law. This is something that seemed astounding to 
all health officials I have spoken to, and particularly to the New Jersey 
Health Officers Association. It gives authority for the inspector to 
go in and look at the records. Say we have a truckload of poultry, and 
we do not know who owns it, and it is diseased, and we ask for the 
records. It says that you can ask for the records, and you can get 
the records, and he has got to give them to you or he is in violation, 
but if he gives you the records this is the proviso: 

Provided that evidence obtained under this section shall not be used in a 
criminal prosecution of the person from whom it is obtained. 

This is rather an astounding thing, you know. You ask for the 
records but as soon as you ask for the records, you cannot prosecute 
him. This is a sleeper, in the language we use in my association. 
This is what we call a real sleeper. The bill says on the top, “Com- 
pulsory inspection,” and the consumer thinks he is getting something, 
and some of the Senators who may have voted for it think that they 
are getting something and when you look in the cover it is like looking 
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at the cover of one book and getting another. It does not provide for 
anything but a protective shroud to forestall real inspection. 

In the Army, there is an old saying, you just put the blanket over 
you and you are covered. That is what this bill does. It protects 
something and I do not know what they are trying to protect other 
than unscrupulous operators for no legitimate properly equipped food 
processor has ever been harmed by good inspection. 

Under section 15 of 3588, there is a proviso which you mentioned, 
Mr. Chairman, at the start "of the hearings, which our group thinks 
should be included in 3176. That is the proviso which allows for the 
exemption for a poultry farmer to sell his own product to the con- 
sumer without having the necessity of going through an inspected 
plant. We would like to suggest that section 15 (a) be put in, in toto, 
in 3176, if that is possible within your estimation. 

Now, 15 (b), I think, is rather interesting. In 15 (b) the bill states 
that for 2 years following the effective date of this act, and I think 
the effective date of the act is 1958 or prior to July 1, 1958, the Secre- 

tary of Agriculture can grant an exemption for 2 years after July 1, 
1958. 

Now, you would believe, if you read this as an ordinary person, not 
legally, and I have had this checked by a lawyer in my State, that this 
would allow only for an exemption up to 1960. We are now in 1956, 
and the proviso says that 2 years after July 1, 1958, you may grant 
an exemption for 2 years. 

However, that is not what it says, Mr. Chairman. It says that for 
2 years after July 1, 1958, the Secretary may grant an exemption. It 
is not for 2 years. He may grant an exemption. You go down to an 
entirely different section which pulls it out of context so that you can- 
not say that it applies, and you go to 15 (c), and it says, “The Secre- 
tary may terminate exemption certificates at any time.” 

He does not have to terminate in 2 years or 3 or 20 years. He may 
terminate it at any time. He may terminate it in 1 day, or he may never 
terminate it. It is at his discretion. So that that proviso, we think, 
will again provide for just a cover, and that you are never going to 
get real inspection. 

There is another very important thing to our health officers, and 
that is section 18 (a). Everyone has known that the red-meat inspec- 
tion service is a very good service. Everyone agrees it is a good 
service. Even Congressmen from Georgia agree that they have 
nothing against the red-meat thing. They : are for ¢ ompulsory inspec- 
tion, and for everything that is good and none of us is for sin. 

[ am sure of that. That i is usually true. But in section 18 (a), this 
provides something that is not provided i in the Red Meat Inspection 
Act. This provides that the jurisdiction of the Secretary of Agricul- 
ture in the fields within the scope of this act shall be exc lusive, and 
poultry products shall also be exempted from the provisions of the act 
of June 25, 1938. 

They do not tell you what it is, but, if this bill goes through, it 
exempts poultry from the action ‘of the Federal Food, Drug, and 
Cosmetics Act, and we think from the State Food, Drug, and Cosmetics 
Act, and from the ordinances of local departments of health. It would 
prevent us from doing something, we feel, unless this is clarified. We 
may be wrong. We feel that it would prevent us from doing anything 
once poultry has gotten a United States shield on it and it has gone 





226 MANDATORY: POULTRY INSPECTION 


bad—prevent us from doing anything about it, because of this exclu- 
sive exception which does not apply in the Red Meat Inspection Act. 

We do not thing that that should be in there. The one real sleeper, 
I think, that should be noticed by the committee is 18 (b), in case you 
intend to change 3176 as we may be doing. I am not trying to read 
8588 for your benefit, but I am trying to say there have been changes 
suggested, and I do not want any of these changes to be thought of 


from our association’s standpoint, unless you realize this point: 
That is section 18 (b). It says: 


In carrying out the provisions of this act, the Secretary may cooperate with 
other branches of Government, and with State agencies and may conduct such 
examinations, investigations, and inspections as he determines practicable 
through any officer or employee of a State commissioned by the Secretary for 
such purpose. 

This sounds like we are all friends, and we are fine companions. 
But the people in regulatory work feel it should be clearly under- 
stood that we do not want this type of a provision for the Red Meat 
Inspection Act, because I think you can see that in My State and in 
many other States we do not have the possibility of having a type 
of stringent regulations which we think are important, and which we 
are trying to get, within our red-meat inspection department. 

We are looking up to the acme of the Red Meat Inspection Act. 
This provides that any State, regardless of State aid, may be au- 
thorized by the Secretary of Agriculture to inspect the poultry and 
place, if you please, and there may be a United States inspection shield 
on it, and with all of these other exemptions in the State of New 
Jersey, as you heard Dr. Haskins state, he would not have been in a 
position, nor would the man in Colorado have been in a position, to 
stop that poultry. You cannot touch it, it is exempt because it is 
under this act, and the Secretary of Agriculture has authorized the 
State to use their plan to do it, and once it gets that on there, then 
we are excluded by Federal law from interfering with interstate com- 
merce and specifically, by this act, from excluding it under any of 
our Federal food, drug, and cosmetics acts. 

This provides for something which has been suggested for a number 
of years, and that is that the State of so-and-so shall have an in- 
spection system under its control and then it shall pay 9.5 percent or 
some kind of tribute for overhead inspection that goes down to Wash- 
ington, to supposedly supervise the inspection service of that locality. 

This is a cumbersome, awkward way of handling it. If Congress 
desired to have an inspection service for poultry, which I feel they 
owe to the consumers, on an interstate basis, then they should have a 
ess gama poultry inspection law, such as the type you have pre- 

ared. 

. The New Jersey Health Officers Association feels that at the mini- 
mum—and I may state at this point that I have also been authorized 
to make this statement for the Veterinary Medical Association for the 
State of New Jersey, which are the veterinarians of the State of 
New Jersey, that at the minimum—although both of these organiza- 
tions approve whole heartedly and without any compunction the ac- 
tion of 3176, of placing the inspection in the Federal Food and Drug 
Administration, we feel that is where it should be in spite of the fact 
that the Federal food and drug authorities do not want to take some- 
thing new, on which they owe to the public and they are afraid that 
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they might not have the staff to do it—At the minimum, it should be 
placed in the Red Meat Inspection Branch by direction of Congress 
to the Secretary of Agriculture, and not leaving it up to him to decide, 
because we have had too many instances, and inferences whereby it 
will not be placed where it should be placed for the protection of the 
consumer. 

That is the analysis as far as those two groups are concerned. If 
I might just introduce one statement from the Association of State 
Public Health Veterinarians. 

This is a letter which was sent from the State of Georgia. Our 
Association, I would like you to know, Mr. Chairman, of State Public 
Health Veterinarians, has not done this by hearsay, and we have not 
done it by indirection. We have done it by direct contact with our 
members. We sent a letter to the members of the Association of State 
Public Health Veterinarians. If I may, this is just a two-page thing, 
and may I read this at this time? 

Senator Murray. It may be read. 

Dr. Sussman. I think it is important for it to be read, if I may. 

This is sent to the members of the Association of State Public Health 
Veterinarians from myself, as secretary-treasurer, at the direction of 
the executive board. 

As you recall, there was a companion bill put into the Congress which 
has approximately the same wording as yours, and it was introduced 
by Congressman Priest, and at that time we were referring to that 
resolution, and that is H. R. 8599. The letter reads as follows: 


This is to inform you that in the 84th Congress, 2d session, H. R. 8599 was 
introduced by Mr. Priest. This bill refers to the interstate movement of un- 
healthful, diseased, unwholesome poultry products. In line with previous dis- 
cussions that we have had, therefore, I believe it is incumbent upon me as secre- 
tary to poll your votes for submission to the executive board and our president, 
Dr. Hines, for I believe that we will be asked, or, that we should offer, our views 
on this bill. 

Briefly, the bill covers the requirement for the inspection of poultry going in 
interstate commerce. The bill places the-responsibility for this inspection in 
the Food and Drug Administration of the Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare. 

There is likely to be considerable discussion and opposition from the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture, for this poultry inspection service has, up until recently, 
been degenerating into a sales-promotion program and has not been under top 
administration of veterinarians but rather on the basis of graders and sani- 
tarians. Undoubtedly, the question will be raised as to whether our organiza- 
tion and others like it feel that food inspection would be better maintained in a 
consumer protective agency such as Food and Drug Administration in comparison 
to the United States Department of Agriculture which is normally considered 
and has acted as a producer, processor, protective organization. With this in 
mind and knowing that this bill, H. R. 8599, will create— 

(1) The requirement for inspection of all interstate shipped slaughtered 
poultry ; 
(2) an inspection service in the Federal Food and Drug Administration, 
with top supervision by veterinarians— 
will you, therefore, vote on these following questions : 

“Question: If our organization makes a statement before the Congress com- 
mittee, shall we approve (x), or disapprove (_ ), the bill as it stands? 

“Question: Shall we, if asked to qualify our statement, indicate our general 
agreement that consumer protective agencies should handle consumer protective 
problems (x), or, shall we make no statement to this effect? (  ).” 

And he said: “It might be best to leave this question to the judgment of those 
in charge at the time statement is needed.” 

Question: Will you make any further comments on the bill and, if so, what 
would they be? Elaborate. 
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And he said: “With specific reference to poultry and poultry products the 
consumer has been the forgotten man. 

“Most of this inspection heretofore provided has been slanted toward pulling 
the producers economic lot out of the fire rather than protecting the consuming 
public against a contaminated, unwholesome, or even dangerous product. 

“Participation of health department personnel is vital, in my opinion, with 
top supervision by veterinarians. From an organization viewpoint this can be 
best provided within the existing framework of the Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare and State health departments rather than the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture.” 

It is signed by the man from the State Department of Public Health 
of Georgia. 

I would like to point out 

Senator Murray. Could we keep that copy ? 

Dr. Sussman. If I may have a photostat back, you may keep the 
original. This is signed by the man, but I woud like to have a 
photostat made. 

Senator Murray. Wecan return the original to you. 

Dr. Sussman. One thing that came up yesterday was an inference 
that by placing the inspection service in the Department of Agricul- 
ture, there would be no duplication of service and that they have the 
personnel available in the Department of Agriculture to do it. I 
think it is important to point out that when the Food and Drug 
Administration was moved from the Department of Agriculture to 
get away from the pressures of the producer and the processor of the 
products which were supposed to be protected by the Food and Drug 
Administration for the protection of the consuming public, they took 
the Food and Drug Administration in toto and moved it into the 
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare. 

The brains, the personnel, and the know-how went with the move. 
There is no reason why, if your committee or Congress does shift the 
poultry inspection service as such, from the Department of Agricul- 
ture to an agency where it should be, that the whole poultry inspection 
corps of top brass and know-how, which are good know-how, should 
not be moved in toto over to the Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare. 

Minus those people who are charged only with, or primarily with 
the sales of the product, that could be done. 

However, unless that is done, and the man from the Secretary of 
Agriculture, Mr. Butz, would not answer the question as to whether 
the Congress put it into the Department of Agriculture, whether it 
would go into the Red Meat Inspection Branch—I think it should be 
realized that although everyone has been worried about duplication 
of services, there will essentially be a continuation of duplication of 
services if the poultry inspection service remains in the Poultry 
Branch. 

So that unless Congress actually enacts a bill which says that the 
poultry inspection service per se is moved into the red-meat inspection 
service as has been suggested by the American Veterinary Medical 
Association, I believe we are missing a bet and just swallowing some- 
thing like a fish, and we are going to get hooked with a duplication 
of services when we do not really want it. 

Thank you very much. I would be glad to answer questions. 

Senator Murray. It is fine to have that complete statement from 
you. Thank you very much. 

Senator Murray. Mrs. Frances Wright. 
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STATEMENT OF FRANCES WRIGHT, PRESIDENT OF 
HOUSEWIVES UNITED 


Mrs. Wricut. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am 
Frances Wright, president of Housewives United, a smal! national 
club of women interested, first of all, in their homes and families. 
And certainly clean, wholesome food for our husbands and children 
is one of our major concerns. 

We are therefore wholeheartedly in favor of the passage of 8. 3176 
to insure the proper inspection of poultry, before and after sl: aughter, 
that is sold in interstate commerce. 

Although we have had tasteless fowls, the members of the national 
board here in Washington have had no personal experience with filthy 
or diseased birds, but that could be just our good luck. 

After I wrote that I found out that one of our people did have, 
and was sick for several days. We have heard about them: A friend 
here told us about a large rotten spot she had found ae her turkey last 
Thanksgiving. And in November 1954 a man in California who 
owned several meat markets wrote us that the filth and disease in the 
wholesale poultry industry were a serious hazard to the health of 
American families. I may say we have done : -_" we could to help the 
Food and Drug Administration, and we are not big, and we have done 
what we could. 

And I well remember some of the reports of the Food and Drug 
Administration that talked about filthy poultry, about poultry that 
had had water injected into them before freezing in order to increase 
the weight, and about poultry that—as the report expressed it—‘had 
died otherwise than by slaughter.” 

Progress does sometimes bring problems and curtail freedom. When 
I was a little girl my grandmother could go out in the backyard and 
choose from her own flock the chicken she would have for Sunday 
dinner. When I was older, my mother got her broilers from a nice 
farmer who came down our street every Tuesd: iy and Saturday with 
chickens and butter and eggs and fresh vegetables. But today Mrs. 
Housewife will most probably get her chicken from a large store, 
which, in turn, has bought its poultry stock from perhaps several of 
the estimated 1,300 poultry establishments. 

Thus, the blame for a bad one is frequently hidden in anonymity. 
And, as I understand it, one filthy and diseased fow] in a processing 
plant can contaminate many others. 

Raising chickens has become big business. But compulsory inspec- 
tion to guard against disease and filth would certainly be good for 
the business. Prompt inspection during an epidemic among fowls 
might serve a large part of a dealer’s stock in trade. And with the 
passage of this bill, housewives will feel a confidence in the purity and 
wholesomeness of all the poultry they serve on their dinner tables. 
This feeling of confidence is certainly in the American tradition. 

If red meat should be inspected, and we definitely believe that it 
should, then why in the world should poultry not be i inspected ¢ 

In the opinion of members of Housewives United, this legislation 
is long overdue. And we are very grateful to you, Senator Murr ay, 
and to your colleagues for having introduced it. 

I may say that I wish fish also were included in the bill. 
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Senator Murray. Certainly conditions have changed in this coun- 
try over the years. You mentioned how you used to get your food in 
your days. Son are a young woman. I remember when we used to 
have market day every Wednesday and Saturday, and the farmers 
would come from around the country and bring in their dressed tur- 
7" and chickens, butter, eggs, and everything else. 

regret the passing of that period, but we are living in a new era, 
and we have to try to do the best we can to protect the health of the 
consumers and that is what we are trying to do here. 

Thank you very much for your statement. 

Is there any other person here who would like to make a statement 
in connection with this matter ? 

We have heard everyone that has requested to appear, and if there 
are no other people here wishing to make statements, the proceedings 
will be terminated at this point. 

The hearing will be adjourned. 

Thank you very much for your presence here. And I am sure that 
the results of the hearing will be beneficial. 


(By direction of the chairman, the following is made a part of the 
record :) 
Tue Criry oF New York, 
COMMISSIONER OF HEALTH, 
New York, N. Y., May 4, 1956. 
Hon. JAMEs E. Murray, 
Chairman, Senate Labor and Public Welfare Committee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


Dear SENATOR MurkAy: This department wishes to express its full approval 
of bill S. 3176, “compulsory inspection of poultry and poultry products,” and 
urges that the bill be enacted. 

It is estimated that approximately 5 million pounds of poultry are sold each 
week in New York City. Of this, the largest percentage is New York dressed 
poultry which has been defeathered but in which the viscera has ‘not been 
removed. Ante-mortem inspection of such poultry is not performed and post- 
mortem inspection can only be done on a spot-check basis with our very limited 
personnel of sanitarians. However, eviscerated poultry is receiving increasing 
consumer acceptance and all eviscerated or processed poultry that is shipped 
to this city for sale must have ante- and post-mortem inspection in conformity 
with section 163 of our sanitary code. 

This section requires that all eviscerated or processed poultry that is shipped 
to this city “shall have been inspected and passed as fit for consumption as 
human food by a duly authorized inspector of the United States Department of 
Agriculture or of any foreign or other domestic inspection service approved by 
the Board of Health of the City of New York, and shall have been marked, 
stamped, or labeled as having been so inspected or passed.” 

Most of the eviscerated or processed poultry shipped to this city emanates 
from federally inspected establishments. However, a considerable percentage 
originates in communities throughout the United States in which the local 
inspection service has been approved by our board of health after correspond- 
ence indicates that the service appears to be satisfactory. 

It is not practical for this Department to regularly supervise such “approved” 
inspection services in towns and cities scattered all over the country. However, 
spot checks have disclosed that the sanitary conditions of these plants are often 
quite deplorable and we suspect that in many cases, despite the certification by 
the local agency, a veterinarian is not always on the premises to inspect all of 
the poultry being slaughtered and eviscerated. Furthermore, it is obvious that 
there is a complete lack of uniformity in the standards maintained by these 
various community services. 

If this bill were passed, all poultry entering the city of New York would be 
eviscerated and would have received both ante- and post-mortem inspections 
in plants operated and maintained in a sanitary manner. We feel that poultry 
should receive inspection on a national scale similar to the mandatory Federal 
inspection services now provided for meat and meat products. 





MANDATORY POULTRY INSPECTION 231 


Enactment of this bill would enable the citizens of this city, as well as other 
communities, to receive poultry that has been processed in a sanitary manner 
and is free of disease. 

We strongly recommend that this bill be enacted into law 

Very truly yours, 
LFonA BAUMGARTNER, M. D., 
Commissioner of Health. 


STATE OF COLORADO, 
DEPARTMENT OF Pustio HEALTH, 
Denver, May 4, 1956. 


STATEMENT OF Roy L. CLeerr, M. D., Executive Drrecror oF THE CoLorapo STaTEe 
DEPARTMENT OF PusLIC HEALTH 


I, Roy L. Cleere, M. D., am and have been for the past 20 years the executive 
director of the Colorado State Department of Public Health. During my tenure 
of office I have become familiar with the poultry industry and the public’s need 
for a sound inspection program designed for the protection of the public health 
aud welfare. I sincerely regret my inability to appear personally before the 
subcommittee of the Senate’s Committee on Labor and Public Welfare to ex- 
press my views in support of S. 3176. In lieu thereof, I respectfully transmit, 
herewith, the official opinions and recommendations of the Colorado State 
Department of Public Health in relation to this proposed legislation. 

Colorado is predominantly a poultry-importing State, and, therefore, we 
are vitally concerned with legislation affecting the interstate movement of 
products of this class, especially if the acceptance of such products becomes 
obligatory. 

It is most gratifying to know that efforts are being made to place the authority 
for poultry inspection under the jurisdiction of the Food and Drug Administra- 
tion. Such designation appears most feasible inasmuch as the Food and Drug 
Administration, having been established for the express purpose of protecting 
consumer interests and public health and being in the Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare, is eminently qualified to administer such a program. 
The food and drug services in most States are a responsibility of the State de- 
partments of public health and there exists a most congenial and harmonious 
working relationship and liaison between these State services and the Food and 
Drug Administration. It must be emphsized that if Federal poultry inspection 
is placed under the administration of the Department of Agriculture by sta- 
tutory authority, that the Food and Drug Administration will be denied by law 
from cooperating with State and local health agencies in the seizure of filthy, 
putrid, diseased, or otherwise unwholesome poultry which has been in interstate 
commerce. 

It is recognized that the authority for poultry inspection, in the past, has 
been vested in the Department of Agriculture. This administrative location 
has been based on the fallacious premise that all products produced on farms 
naturally become the responsibility of Agriculture. It must be further recog- 
nized that the basic law creating the Department of Agriculture does not confer 
upon it the responsibility for the protection of consumer interests and health, 
but rather, the promotion of agriculture and agricultural products. Public 
health benefits, therefore, accruing to the consumer are of secondary concern. 
We fully agree that the Department of Agriculture should serve to promote the 
interests of agriculture, but the combination of promotion and health protec- 
tion appear incompatible. This concept has been amply demonstrated by the 
current poultry inspection program operated by the Agricultural Marketing 
Service of the Department of Agriculture. 

In 1950 the Food and Drug Administration seized a shipment of poultry on the 
eastern seaboard which was processed in a Federal establishment in Colorado. 
This seizure was made on the basis that the birds were diseased and emaciated. 
Investigation revealed that the establishment which processed this poultry was 
operating under Federal approval for grading only but that there was no actual 
line inspection of the products to determine their freedom from disease. 

During March of 1951 a representative of the Inspection Service of the Pro- 
duction and Marketing Administration made an inspection of a poultry establish- 
ment located in the city of Denver. This establishment had been closed by 
the local authorities for noncompliance with municipal statutes and State regu- 
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lations. Without knowledge of local authorities, this plant was appreved for 
Federal poultry inspection. 

In January 1953 this department, in cooperation with the local health depart- 
ments in the State, impounded approximately three carloads of frozen turkeys 
distributed by the Production and Marketing Administration to the State wel- 
fare department consigned for use in school-lunch programs and charitable 
institutions. The turkeys were declared as unfit for human consumption because 
of a high percentage of spoilage and contamination. This matter was brought 
to the attention of Production and Marketing Administration officials in Wash- 
ington, D. C., with no direct action. It was not until a second shipment was 
received in February 1953, and which again was declared as unfit for food because 
of a high percentage of spoilage and contamination, that the Production and 
Marketing Administration dispatched personnel to investigate the cireumstances. 
The matter of disposition of these turkeys was a matter of concern to this 
department inasmuch as we are charged with the protection of the health of 
the food of the consumers of this State. We objected to the proposals of the 
Production and Marketing Administration that this poultry be consigned to a 
plant for further processing and canning. 

It must be agreed that the poultry industry is in a position to influence the 
policies of the Department of Agriculture to a far greater extent than they could 
the Food and Drug Administration. In many instances these policies do not 
necessarily reflect the best interests of the consuming public. The efforts and 
funds being expended by the industry to direct this program into Agriculture 
rather than Health is testimony support of this statement. As an example of 
this fact I quote, herewith, from a newsletter issued by the Institute of American 
Poultry Industries under date of November 4, 1955. In an address by Assistant 
Secretary of Agriculture John Davis to representatives of the Associated Egg & 
Poultry Industries, Secretary Davis stated in reference to the Agricultural Re- 
organization Act, “We're more interested in getting industry cooperation to 
improve the poultry inspection service than we are in where this function is 
earried out. We'll leave it with the Poultry Division in AMS or transfer it to 
the Meat Inspection Division—as you recommend.” 

The conduct of poultry inspection by an agency in the Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare would enable that agency to engage in investigations 
of absenteeism among plant employees to determine if the products processed 
may be the cause of illness, such as psittacosis. This would combine programs 
of product wholesomeness with the investigation of human illness and improve 
occupational health conditions. Such programs would be conducted in coopera- 
tion with the State and local health departments which are already integrated 
with the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare in united effort for the 
control of infectious and contagious disease. 

This committee, of its own knowledge and by testimony, is well aware of the 
problems and undesirable features of the existing poultry-inspection program 
now administered by the Department of Agriculture, and it would appear, there- 
fore, to serve no constructive purpose to review in retrospect our experiences. 
It seems desirable to project into the future objectively in anticipation of a 
more acceptable program administered by an agency which will function in 
the best interests of consumer health. For the information of this committee, 
I am enclosing, herewith, a copy of a letter which was addressed to the Honorable 
Ezra Taft Benson, Secretary of Agriculture, on the date of March 10, 1953. It 
is believed that this letter will express the official attitudes of the Colorado 
State Department of Public Health as it relates to the current program. 

In view of the statements contained herein, the Colorado State Department 
of Public Health urges that this committee give favorable consideration to S. 3176. 


Marcu 10,1953. 
The Honorable Ezra Tart BENSON, 


Secretary of Agriculture, Washington, D. C. 


DeEAR SECRETARY BENSON: For several years the Colorado State Department 
of Public Health has not been in accord with the policies and practices of the 
Production and Marketing Administration of the United States Department of 
Agriculture. On several occasions we have communicated with representatives 
of that agency pointing out our dissatisfaction with the poultry grading and 


inspection program and especially the lack of consideration shown for local and 
State laws and regulations. 
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The grading and inspection service of the Production and Marketing Admin- 
istration operates in Colorado in disregard for the responsibilities vested in 
State and local programs where joint jurisdictions exist, and functions as an 
autonomous Federal agency within the State. Experiences herewith related 
have motivated this communication and merely emphasize the problems which 
arise in our relationship with the Production and Marketing Administration 

1. In 1950 the Federal Food and Drug Administration seized one carload of 
turkeys originating from a processing plant in Colorado. It was determined 
that a few of these turkeys were affected with fow] cholera, and upon investi 
gation it was learned that the processing was accomplished in an establishment 
operating under Production and Marketing Administration grading service. 
This matter never was brought to our attention by the grading service of the 
Production and Marketing Administration. 

2. In March 1951, a representative of the inspection service of the Production 
and Marketing Administration made an inspection of a poultry establishment 
located in the city of Denver. This establishment had been closed by the local 
authorities for noncompliance with municipal statutes and State regulations. 
Without knowledge of local authorities, this plant was approved for Federal 
poultry inspection. 

3. On January 28, 1953, we again addressed a communication to the grading 
service of the Production and Market Administration further requesting that 
they discontinue the practice of making direct inspections without our knowledge 
in establishments operating under the jurisdiction of this department Under 
date of March 5, we received a reply to this communication advising that it 
would not be acceptable to the Production and Marketing Administration to 
inform this State when personne! from that agency conduct inspections in Colo 
rado, and that they reserved the right to visit any plant in Colorado without our 
knowledge and consent. 

4. In January 1953, this department in cooperation with the local health de 
partments in the State impounded approximately three carloads of frozen 
turkeys distributed by the Production and Marketing Administration to the State 
welfare department consigned for use in school-lunch programs and charitable 
institutions. The turkeys were declared as unfit for human consumption be- 
cause of a high percentage of spoilage. 

This was brought to the attention of Production and Marketing Administration 
officials in Washington, D. C., with no direct action. It was not until a second 
shipment was received in February 1953, and which again was declared as 
unfit for food, because of a high percentage of spoilage, that the Production and 
Marketing Administration dispatched personnel to investigate the circumstances. 
The matter of disposition of these turkeys-~is still in litigation, and this Depart- 
ment, charged with the protection of the health of the food consumers of this 
State, objects to the proposals of the Production and Marketing Administration 
that such poultry be consigned to a plant for further processing and canning. 

We are not unaware of your Department's responsibilities to the economic 
interests of agriculture, but by the same token we believe that your agency has 
a basic obligation for the protection of the consumers as it is charged with the 
inspection and grading of many perishable food commodities. 

The interests of the poultry industry of Colorado have been severely injured 
by the publicity resulting from the spoiled frozen turkeys which were distributed 
in the State by the Production and Marketing Administration. In fairness to a 
group which is cooperating with State and local authorities, it is believed that 
measures should be instituted by your Department, in order that a recurrence 
of this situation, with further damage to the poultry industry be avoided. 

It is my considered opinion that you, as Secretary of Agriculture, evaluate 
the services and responsibilities of the Production and Marketing Administration, 
especially as they relate to the safety and protection of food supplies, and the 
relationship of that agency to the States and municipalities with the objective 
of establishing closer and more harmonious States relations. 

Very truly yours, 
R. L. CLeere, M. D., M. P. H., Executive Director. 
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UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON LABOR AND PUBLIC WELFARE, 
May 22, 1956. 
Hon. Lister HILL, 
Chairman, Senate Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


Dear SENATOR Hitt: Along with many of our colleagues, I have been inter- 
ested in the inauguration of a compulsory inspection program for the poultry 
industry. With that in mind, I have cosponsored 8S. 3588 which would establish 
such a program in the Department of Agriculture and have requested the oppor- 
tunity to be listed as cosponsor of 8S. 3176, introduced by Senator Murray for 
himself and others, which would establish such a program in the Food and Drug 
Administration of the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare. 

After studying the matter further, it is my conviction that the program should 
be in the Department of Agriculture, preferably under the Agricultural Research 
Service which administers the red meat inspection program. Toward that end, it 
is my hope that a bill will not be reported out of the Labor Committee so that 
the Agriculture Committee may report S. 3588 in one form or another. 

Thank you. 

Sincerely yours, 


yorDON AuLorr, United States Senator. 


UNITED States SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE, 
May 8, 1956. 


Hon. Lister HI, 
Chairman, Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 
Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: It has come to my attention that a Special Subcommittee 
of the Committee on Labor and Public Welfare is beginning hearings on S. 3176, 
a bill to provide compulsory poultry inspection under the Food and Drug Admin- 


istration. 


As you know, the poultry industry is one of the largest agricultural industries 
in Maine today. In the past few weeks, I have had a number of letters and 
telegrams from representatives of the poultry industry in Maine expressing 
opposition to 8. 3176. It is the feeling of the poultry raisers that poultry inspec- 
tion should be administered by the Department of Agriculture rather than by 
the Food and Drug Administration. It is my hope that the Committee on Labor 
and Public Welfare will take the objections of the poultry industry into full 
account in their consideration of S. 3176. 

As a cosponsor of 8S. 3588, which would provide for compulsory poultry inspec- 
tion to be administered by the Department of Agriculture on much the same 
basis as present inspection of cattle, hogs, lambs, etc., I am very much opposed to 
the alternate proposal contained in 8S. 3176. 

With very best wishes. 

Sincerely yours, 
FREDERICK G, PAYNE, 
United States Senator. 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 


Washington, D. C., May 18, 1956. 
Hon. Lister HILL, 


Chairman, Committee on Labor, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Vigorous protests are coming to me from the poultry 
industry of Iowa against S. 3176 and I have been asked to urge you to transfer 
this question of mandatory inspection of poultry to the Senate Committee on 
Agriculture without reporting a bill from the Committee on Labor. Your action 
in this respect will be greatly appreciated by an overwhelming majority of the 
poultry industry. 

Sincerely yours, 


THOs. E. Martin, 
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STATE Or INDIANA, 
STATE Boarp or HEALTH, 
May 4, 195 
Hon. James E. Murray, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Legislation Affecting the Food and Drug Admin 
istration, Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, Washington, LD. ¢ 

Dear SENATOR MURRAY: In accordance with your telegram of May 1, I am 
submitting herewith, a prepared statement for the subcommittee considering 
S. 3176. 1 hope this will be satisfactory. However, if my presence is needed at 
the subcommittee hearings I will be attending the 60th annual conference of the 
Association of Food and Drug Officials of the United States in New York City 
from May 6 to 11, and can be reached at the Hotel New Yorker. 

I appreciate your consideration of the circumstances which makes it some 
what difficult for me to appear in person on May 9 and your willingness to permit 
me to file a prepared statement. If, however, circumstances require, I shall be 
happy to make every effort to appear in person. 

Sincerely, 
T. FE. SULLIVAN, 
Director, Division of Food and Drugs. 


PREPARED STATEMENT SUBMITTED BY T. E. SULLIVAN, D)IkEcTOR, Division or Foop 
ANp Drués, INDIANA STATE Boarp or HEALTH 


My name is Timothy E. Sullivan. I am the director of the division of food 
and drugs of the Indiana State Board of Health. I have been employed by the 
State board of health for a period of approximately 24 years—16 
food and drug inspector and the last 8 as director of the division. 

This prepared statement is submitted in response to a telegram received on 
April 30, 1956, from Senator James E. Murray, chairman of the subcommittee, 
requesting that 1 appear May 9, 1056, to testify before the subcommittee during 
its hearings on Senate bill 3176 and a subsequent telegram received May 1, 
1956, that a prepared statement would be satisfactory but reserving the right 
to request my personal appearance should conditions warrant. 

The division of food and drugs is responsible for administering a State Food, 
Drug, and Cosmetic Act which is uniform in most respects with the Federal 
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act. A copy of the act is attached. The legislative 
intent (see secs. 1901 and 1907) is to promote uniformity between the adminis- 
tration of the State and Federal acts. This is further emphasized by section 
1950 which mandates the adoption by the State of Indiana of definitions and 
standards of identity, quality, and fill of container for foods for which standards 
are promulgated under authority of the Federal.Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act 
or the Federal Meat Inspection Act of 1907. 

The division of food and drugs is also responsible for administering a general 
sanitation law which provides standards of sanitation for all establishments 
where foods are manufactured, processed, or stored. A copy of this act is also 
attached. Under authority of this act, regulations dealing with sanitation in 
various types of food industries have been adopted. Among these are regulations 
dealing with sanitation in slaughterhouses and poultry-dressing plants, copies of 
which are attached. 

Certain problems exist in poultry processing plants which are of public health 
significance: (1) The elimination of diseased birds from the slaughtering proc- 
ess; (2) preventing the contamination of carcasses during processing or storage 
by bacteria, fecal material, or other foreign substances or chemicals which might 
be injurious to the consumer; and (3) preventing fraud or deception to the con- 
sumer through sophistication of carcasses or portions of carcasses by the use of 
chemicals, injection of liquids into the carcass, or the use of “culls” or diseased 
birds in soups, comminuted poultry preparations or other products where the 
original condition of the carcass is concealed. 

Today, much of the poultry and poultry products offered to the buying public 
have traveled in interstate commerce. Local health departments or State regu 
latory agencies are unable to determine either the sanitary conditions under 
which this poultry was slaughtered or whether the birds themselves were free 
from disease and were fit for food at the time of slaughter, For example, in 
Indiana, there are about 800 poultry plants, each of which process 50 or more 
birds per week. Despite this, more than 50 percent of the poultry and poultry 
products offered for retail sale were processed outside of the State. 

78733—56——16 


years as a 
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In an effort to assure the people in their respective jurisdictions that poultry 
offered for human consumption is wholesome and has been processed under 
acceptable sanitary conditions, many municipalities have adopted ordinances 
requiring the inspection of poultry plants located outside the municipality by 
representatives of the local health department. For example, representatives of 
the Cincinnati Health Department send representatives to inspect poultry plants 
in Indianapolis (110 miles away) who wish to ship their products to Cincinnati. 
Cleveland requires similar inspections. This same practice is true in many other 
localities throughout the Nation. In addition, many other cities are contem- 
plating similar action. 

As a service to communities contemplating the adoption of poultry ordinances, 
the United States Public Health Service in 1955 distributed a recommended 
poultry ordinance dealing with the sanitary aspects of poultry processing. It 
was produced after more than 3 years’ intensive study by a poultry industry 
public health liaison committee, of which I have the honor to be a member. This 
ordinance, however, will not guarantee the wholesomness or freedom from 
disease of birds at the time of slaughter since there are no provisions for post and 
ante mortem inspection of birds by a qualified veterinarian at the time of 
slaughter. An attempt to compile an ordinance which will provide for adequate 
ante and post mortem inspection of birds is now in process. 

Adoption of these ordinances by cities and States and the activation and train- 
ing of qualified people to enforce them will take considerable time—several 
years at least. The problem, however, is with us now. Local and State health 
officers are concerned over the number of food poisoning cases that have been 
traced to poultry. The United States Public Health Service has stated many 
times that poultry is one of the principal reservoirs of disease transmissible to 
humans. Complaints and rumors that diseased birds are slaughtered and of 
insanitary practices existing in poultry processing plants are casting suspicion 
on poultry as a food product. This problem can be relieved materially by the 
adoption by the Congress of legislation such as that contemplated by 8S. 3176. 

Since many of the problems existing in this industry are of public health 
significance, such a law should be administered by a consumer protective agency 
such as the Food and Drug Administraiton. State and local regulatory agencies 
in many parts of the country with whom I have spoken favor the adoption of 
such legislation, including a number of the officers of the Association of Food 
and Drug Officials of the United States. Just last week, the Central States Asso- 
ciation of Health, Food, Drug, and Feed Officials, whose membership consists 
of State and local regulatory people from Wisconsin, Michigan, Illinois, Indiana, 
Ohio, and Kentucky, adopted a resolution favoring such action, a copy of which is 
attached. 

I respectfully urge the members of this subcommittee to consider favorably the 
adoption of 8. 3176. 


THE CENTRAL STATES ASSOCIATION OF HEALTH, Foop, DruG, AND FEED OFFICIALS 
SPRING MEETING—MADISON, WIs., APRIL 26 AND 27, 1956 


Whereas diseased and otherwise unfit poultry is being slaughtered and proc- 
essed ; and 

Whereas poultry is being processed in plants failing to meet minimum sanitary 
standards; and 


Whereas this constitutes a problem in the protection of the health of the 
consumer ; and 

Whereas a major portion of this poultry travels in interstate commerce and is 
not amenable to State or local control ; and 

Whereas several bills have been introduced in Congress of the United States 
to correct these conditions : Therefore be it 

Resolved, That the Central States Association of Health, Food, Drug, and Feed 
Officials urges the Association of Food and Drug Officials of the United States 
to support the passage of a bill to amend the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic 
Act so as to prohibit the movement in interstate or foreign commerce of unsound, 
unhealthful, diseased, unwholesome, or adulterated poultry or poultry products 
and providing for the establishment of a Poultry Inspection Service in the Food 
and Drug Administration ; and be it further 
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Resolved, That the secretary be instructed to forward a copy of this resolution 
by this association’s accredited delegate for presentation to the Association of 
Food and Drug Officials of the United States at its annual conference to be held 
in New York City, May 6-11, 1956. 

Frank E. FISHER, 
President 

Russe... C. Wuire, 
Secretary-Treasurer. 


AMERICAN FEDERATION OF LABOR AND 
CONGRESS OF INDUSTRIAL ORGANIZATIONS, 


Washington, D. C., May 31, 1956. 
Hon. James E. MurRay, 


Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR: The American Federation of Labor and Congress of Industrial 
Organizations is deeply concerned over legislation for mandatory poultry in- 
spection. Both because we are consumers—our members and their families— 
and have in our ranks poultry workers, we want to see an effective poultry in- 
spection law enacted by this Congress. 

S. 3176, the Murray bill, would truly provide consumer protection. It has the 
support of top health organizations, including the State and Territorial Health 
Officers Association and the Association of Food and Drug Officials of the United 
States, as well as women’s groups, professional organizations, and 
organizations. 

Another bill, S. 3588, before the Agriculture Committee, does nothing to pro- 
tect the consumer or poultry worker against the dangers of filthy or diseased 
poultry. 

The AFL-CIO believes enactment of meaningful legislation 
stop illness and death among consumers and poultry workers 

Sincerely, 


some farm 


is necessary to 


GPORGE MEANY 
President 


THE NATIONAL GRANGE, 


Washington, D. C., May 11, 1956. 
Hion. JaMES E. MuRgBAy, 


Subcommittee Chairman, Senate Committee on Labor and Public 
Washington, D.C. 


Dear SENATOR MuRRAY: The production and marketing of wholesome foods of 
high quality for the consumers of the country dre matters of basic interest and 
concern to the National Grange today as they have been ior many years past. 
Accordingly, we appreciate the eae of submitting our views on the pro- 
posed legislation, S. 3176, to provide f or compulsory Federal inspection of poultry 
and poultry products, which is now being considered by the Committee on Labor 
and Public Welfare. 

At the 89th annual session of the National Grange last November 
adopted the following statement: 

“Production of poultry has increased substantially over recent 
consumption of poultry has more than doubled since 1935-39. There is at pr 
no Federal compulsory inspection of poultry, and slaughter plants in many States 
are not required by State code to meet minimum sanitary standards. The Na- 
tional Grange, therefore, recommends that a Federal poultry-inspection system 

omparable to Federal red-meat inspection should be established; and that the 
Public Health Service Work out minimum health and 
poultry-slaughtering plants for adoption by States.” 

It is our position, therefore, that there should be a « 
tion program designed to prohibit the movement il 
and in designated cities and areas within St 


We lfare » 


, the delegates 


sanitation standards for 


mpulsory Federal inspe 
i interest or loreign commerce 
States, of poultry and poultry products 
which are unwholesome or otherwise unfit for human food: and also that States 
should be provided with such technical recommendations or guid 
practical and desirable in the furtherance of improved State s 
for poultry-slaughtering plants. 
We disagree with the proposal in S. 3176 that a poultry-inspection service be 
established in the Food and Drug aaron, = the Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare for the purpose of carry out the prov 


es as may be 
anitation standards 


isions included 
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in the bill. We recommend, instead, that the several functions and responsi- 
bilities contained in the bill be assigned to the Department of Agriculture, and 
more particularly to an augmented Poultry Inspection Division in the Agri- 
cultural Marketing Service of the Department of Agriculture. 

For more than a quarter of a century this division has carried on inspection 
work of acknowledged high quality in connection with the program of voluntary 
poultry inspection. This record of poultry experience, unmatched anywhere else 
in Government, makes it the logical agency to receive the assignment for carrying 
on any widened regulatory and compulsory inspection functions in the field of 
poultry and poultry products. 

We believe it is also pertinent to note that it is the Department of Agriculture 
which now conducts the inspection and regulatory work in connection with the 
meat of cattle, sheep, swine, and goats, as well as the meat byproducts and food 
products derived from these animals. 

In its combined work of red-meat and poultry inspection, the Department of 
Agriculture has established a praiseworthy record for ability and integrity. On 
the basis of its performance, it has earned the confidence of the consumers of the 
country. At the same time, it has demonstrated a proper understanding of the 
problems of the producers of these commodities. 

We note that in another bill on this subject, S. 3588, the inspection functions 
would be assigned to the Department of Agriculture. 

As a practical matter, we believe the proposed legislation should provide 
specific exemption, with appropriate safeguards for the public, for farmers who 
slaughter their own farm-grown poultry from time to time and sell directly to 
the ultimate consumers. 

In our opinion, the public interest would also be more thoroughly protected 
by adding to the bill a provision for the examination or inspection of poultry and 
poultry products offered for importation into this country. A practical proce- 
dure, could be arranged between the Agriculture and Treasury Departments, we 
believe, whereby the purposes of the bill could be fulfilled in a practical, orderly 
way with respect to such proposed importations. 

Because poultry inspection is designed to serve a broad public interest, and 
because there is sound precedent in the financing of red-meat inspection, we rec- 
ommend the addition of a suitable section to the bill that would authorize the 
appropriation of such sums as would be necessary to carry out the provisions of 
the pronosed legislation. 

To avoid the imposition of undue hardship on persons or firms coming under 
the meaning of this proposed legislation, and also to provide the Department of 
Agriculture with sufficient time to assemble the necessary personnel and make 
such other arrangements as may be required to place the contemplated poultry- 


inspection program into operation, we recommend that the dates indicated in 


sections 1002, 1005, 1006, 1007, 1008, 1011, 1012, and 1013 be changed to January 


1, 1958, instead of January 1, 1957. In section 1018, correspondingly, we recom- 
mend that the July 1, 1956, date be changed to July 1, 1957; and that the subse- 
quent date shown in the section be changed to January 1, 1958. 

Again we wish to express our appreciation for the opportunity of presenting 
our views on S. 3176 for the consideration of the committee. 

Respectfully submitted. 


HERSCHEL D. Newsom, Master. 


AMERICAN NURSES’ ASSOCIATION, INC., 


New York, N. Y., May 8, 1956. 
Hon. JaAMes BE. Murray, 


United States Senate, Washington, D.C. 


Dear SENATOR MurRAY: As president of the American Nurses’ Association on 
behalf of its membership, I would like to record support for your bill, S. 3176, 
to amend the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act so as to prohibit the move- 
ment in interstate or foreign commerce of unsound, unhealthful, diseased, un- 
wholesome, or adulterated poultry or poultry products. 

This legislation is long overdue and should be considered favorably without 
delay. Not only do the uninspected poultry or poultry products present a health 
hazard for the consumer, but the diseased carcass can be the causative agent of 
disease in the handler. Poultry presents a twofold danger to the consumer, for 
the carcass can be the carrier of disease organisms to the consumer from outside 
contamination or a diseased condition may be present in the carcass which can 
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be transmitted to humans. In addition, poultry disintegrates rapidly if not 
cared for properly after slaughter and offers a very satisfactory medium for the 
growth of pathogenic organisms. 

It is especially important to insure inspection both before and after the bird 
is killed to detect any conditions which might indicate the presence of any un- 
wholesome or diseased condition. Sanitary conditions of the processing plant 
are imperative if wholesome products are to be made available to the consumer. 

Since the Federal Food and Drug Administration has the necessary adminis- 
trative organization to assume this responsibility, provided that sufficient funds 
are appropriated to carry out the purposes of the legislation, it would seem 
logical to place the inspection service under its administration. 

Because of our interest in the health of the public and responsibility to see that 
all measures to protect the lives of human beings are taken, we urge that your 
committee give favorable consideration to 8S, 3176. 

Respectfully yours, 
AGNES E. OHLSON, R. N., President. 





MINNESOTA STATE MEDICAL ASSOCIATION, 


St. Paul, Minn., April 4, 1956. 
Hon. JAmMes E. Murray, 


United States Senator, Chairman, Senate Labor and Public Welfare 
Committee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR Murray: I wish to congratulate you on behalf of the Minnesota 
State Medical Association for your public-spirited introduction into the Congress 
of Senate bill 3176 calling for compulsory poultry inspection. 

The association heartily supports this bill and extends to you its thanks and 


appreciation for your interest in elimination of a serious hazard to the public 
health. 


Sincerely yours, 
R. R. Roser. 





STATEMENT OF W. L. Benprx, D. V. M., CHAIRMAN, COMMITTEE ON LEGISLATION, 
UNITED States Livestock SANITARY ASSOCIATION 


To the Senate Subcommittee on Legislation Affecting the Food and Drug 
Administration, the Honorable James E. Murray, Chairman: 


The United States Livestock Sanitary Association has for many years been 
interested in the subject of the inspection of poultry and poultry products for 
wholesomeness. The association has been on record since 1935 as favoring 
mandatory inspection of such products offered for interstate and foreign com- 
merce. The production and processing of poultry in the United States is a 
tremendous business and a vital factor in our agricultural economy. The enor- 
mous growth of this industry since the close of World War II has created 
situations and conditions that require the mandatory inspection of these prod- 
ucts in the interest of public health. The protection of the public health is, 
of course, of primary importance to all of us, but we are also sure that the 
Congress is deeply interested in the great stability and continued prosperity 
that mandatory inspection would produce -in the industry. It is for these two 
reasons that the United States Livestock Sanitary Association is now, and has 
long been, urging this type of national legislation. 

The United States Livestock Sanitary Association wishes to oppose with equal 
force the establishment of the proposed poultry inspection service in the Food 
and Drug Administration. We have many reasons for this objection, all of which 
we feel are valid. I do not wish to unnecessarily trespass upon the time of your 
committee, so for the sake of brevity I wish to list for your serious consideration 
just a very few of these reasons. They are as follows: 

1. The Food and Drug Administration is historically a policing agency. It 
is a good one, and has the full confidence of all who are familiar with its opera- 
tions. The Food and Drug Administration is not a service agency, such as the 
adoption of S. 3176 if passed would make it. We think that the very fact that it 
is solely a policing agency increases its value to the Nation and to the public 
health. We do not feel that it is sound in this particular instance that the 
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Same agency that performs the service should also be the interstate policeman. 

2.—In 1906 Congress passed the Meat Inspection Act and established the 
Department of Agriculture as the service and inspecting agency. In this year 
of 1956 the Nation is celebrating the 50th anniversary of that act of Congress. 
In the 50 years of its effectiveness there has been but 1 major amendment to the 
act, which added horsemeat to the meat and meat food products covered. The 
Meat Inspection Branch of the Agricultural Research Service in the Department 
of Agriculture has made this act and the administration of its provisions a 
model that is the envy and admiration of most of the world. It is an agency 
in the Federal Government in which we all take great pride. It has created for 
half a century the greatest stability in the entire industry that it services, and 
its inspection legend on either the product or the package is accepted everywhere 
and by everyone as the Government’s guaranty of wholesomeness and is never 
questioned. It is the United States Livestock Sanitary Association’s position and 
hope that the Congress will not lightly discard this kind of experience, this kind 
of service, this kind of know-how and understanding by denying the poultry 
industry the services of the Meat Inspection Branch of the Department of Agri- 
culture. It is here that the public can get the confidence in the products of the 
poultry industry that it needs and must have for its own protection, and it is 
also here that the puoltry industry can get the understanding and the assistance 
that it must have if it is to continue to grow and prosper. We urge the com- 
mittee to reject S. 3176 in its present form, and to seriously consider the substitu- 
tion of a simple amendment to the Meat Inspection Act of 1906 which adds 
poultry and poultry products to the provisions of that act. 

3.—Our last reason is one of simple economics. The cost of mandatory inspec- 
tion of poultry and poultry products offered in interstate and foreign commerce 
is no small item. Actually at the time I doubt if anyone could give a really ac- 
curate estimate of the annual cost of this service. Whatever it is, however, we 
eannot continue to ignore the necessity for the service and fail to provide it. It 
goes without saying, however, that to set up an entirely new organization includ- 
ing all the administrative functions and laboratory functions that go hand in 
hand with the actual inspection service is not in the interest of economy when 
there is such an agency already established and functioning that could take 
over this additional responsibility with a minimum of additional administrative 
cost. 

The United States Livestock Sanitary Association wishes to express its appre- 
ciation to the subcommittee for this opportunity to express its views. We strongly 
feel that our reasons are valid and worthy of the most serious consideration. 


ASSOCIATION OF AMERICAN RAILROADS, 
Washington, 6, D. C., May 9, 1956. 
The Honorable James E. Murray, 

Chairman, Subcommittee on Legislation Affecting the Food and Drug Ad- 
ministration, Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, United States 
Senate, Washington 25, D.C. 

My Drar SENATOR Murray: In accordance with the invitation contained in 
your telegram of April 30 to Mr. William E. Hall, Association of American Rail- 
roads, I am taking the opportunity through this letter to submit for the con- 
sideration of your committee a brief statement regarding one aspect of S. 3176, 
the bill introduced by you to compel compulsory inspection of poultry moving in 
interstate commerce. This statement is presented on behalf of the railroad 
companies members of the Association of American Railroads, and I respectfully 
request that it be incorporated in the record of the hearings being conducted 
by your subcommittee on May 9 and 10. 

We have no comments to make regarding the merits of this bill but are con- 
cerned only with the fact that as the bill now stands railroad companies might 
be guilty of a misdemeanor and subject to fine for what would be essentially 
the illegal acts of others over which the railroad companies would have no 
control and of which guilty acts the railroads would have no knowledge. Not 
only would they have no knowledge of such guilty acts but there would be no 
way in which they could reasonably be expected to obtain such knowledge. This 
comes about by reason of the wording of section 1002 (1), one of the listed “pro- 
hibited acts” which reads as follows: 





MANDATORY POULTRY INSPECTION 241 


“Sec. 1002. On and after January 1, 1957, the following acts and the causing 
thereof are hereby prohibited : 

“(1) Delivering or receiving for transportation or transporting in commerce 
any poultry or poultry products which have not been inspected, examined, and 
marked with an official inspection mark.” 

Thus, a transportation agency might be guilty of a violation of the act if it 
transported poultry which had not been inspected regardless of whether or not 
it had knowledge of the failure of the processor to have the poultry inspected, 
Normally in the shipment of poultry or poultry products the movements will 
be in refrigerator cars which the railroads will have spotted on the shipper’s 
siding and will have received back from the shipper only after the cars have 
been loaded, closed, or sealed. Thus, the railroad company would not have 
firsthand knowledge of whether the poultry or poultry products contained in a 
car delivered to it for transportation had been inspected and marked in accord. 
ance with the proposed law or not. The only way in which a railroad company 
could have such knowledge firsthand would be to assign an employee to check 
what went into each car as it was loaded. Such a requirement would be wholly 
impractical, wasteful, and unfair. The basic offenders would, of course, be 
those operating the poultry processing establishments where the inspection 
should take place. The sellers of such products at either wholesale or retail 
would be in very much the same position as the processors because they would 
necessarily know whether the poultry they were selling had been properly 
inspected and marked. The transportation agency, however, would normally 
not have any such relationship with the transaction, and certainly that would 
be so in the case of the common carrier railroad company. Thus the effect of 
imposing a duty upon the railroads to avoid the transportation of poultry prod- 
ucts not inspected and marked would be to make the railroad companies policing 
agencies for the enforcement of this law against the processors 

It is recognized that in some cases carriers have been called upon to assist 
the Federal Government in the enforcement of criminal statutes, but generally 
such cases should be limited to those in which the offense is a serious one and 
in which the carriers through the exercise of reasonable care and diligence 
could avoid violation of the law. Congress has quite generally recognized this 
principle, and, where it has banned the sale or movement of articles in inter- 
state commerce, frequently it has specifically provided that the provisions of the 
act shall not be applicable to carriers transporting such articles in the usual 
course of their business as carriers, or, as a minimum, has specified that the 
prohibited act of transportation must have been “knowingly” committed. Both 
means of protection are to be found in the food and drug laws. For instance in 
the Federal, Food, Drug, and Cosmetics Act of 1938, after declaring certain 
practices unlawful and after requiring the carriers to give access at reasonable 
times to their records respecting the movement of food and drugs, Congress added 
a clause reading: 

“* * * Provided further, That carriers shall not be subject to the other pro- 
visions of this chapter by reason of their receipt, carriage, holding, or delivery 
of food, drugs, devices, or cosmetics in the usual course of business as carriers.” 

An example of limiting the offense by the use of the word “knowing” or “know- 
ingly” is to be found in the statutory provision dealing with narcotic drugs. 
There, the offense is for “knowingly” importing or bringing any narcotic drug 
in the United States or buying, selling, or facilitating the transportation of any 
such narcotic drug “knowing” the same to have been imported contrary to law 
(21 U. S. C. 174). 

In this instance we respectfully submit that in view of the nature of the offense 
and the unlikelihood that an ordinary common or contract carrier would have 
any knowledge that the goods it was transporting were being shipped in violation 
of the law, such transaction should be entirely exempted from the operation of 
the law. This could be accomplished in a number of ways. As one suggestion 
it might be done by adding at the end of section 1002 (1) the following: 

“Provided, however, This section shall not apply to a common or contract 
carrier by reason of the delivery, receipt, or transportation of such poultry or 
poultry products in the usual course of its business as such a carrier.” 

Respectfully yours, 
Grecory S. Prince, General Solicitor. 
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City or COLUMBUS, OHIG, 
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, 


April 5, 1956. 
Hon. JAmMes E. Murray, 


Chairman, Senate Labor and Public Welfare Committee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


Dear SENATOR: I am writing to you regarding S. 3176, to amend the Federal 
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act, so as to prohibit the movement in interstate or 
foreign commerce of unsound, unhealthful, diseased, unwholesome or adulterated 
poultry or poultry products. 

We in the public health profession know and have known for many years that 
poultry has caused many diseases and that there has been little or no protection 
of the public. 

In Columbus, Ohio, we have two inspectors assigned to poultry inspection in 
slaughtering establishments operating in the city, but the majority of poultry 
sold here comes from many States other than Ohio. It is nearly impossible for 
us to check the flow of poultry and poultry products coming to this city and we 
know that much of it may be unfit for human consumption. 

In view of the above, I ask that you give all aid and assistance to the passage 
of S. 3176. 

Very truly yours, 
O. M. Goopior, M. D., M. P. H.. 
Health Commissioner. 


STATE OF NortTH CAROLINA, 
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Raleigh, May 16, 1956. 


Hon. Lister HItt, 
Chairman, Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 
DeEaAR SENATOR HILL: It is my understanding that your committee has com- 
pleted the hearings on the bill providing for the inspection of poultry and poultry 
products but that it will consider additional statements concerning this important 


piece of legislation. 

We have given very careful consideration to this proposed inspection program, 
especially as to what agency of Government should be responsible for the in- 
spection service. We are very definite in our opinion, and believe that we ex- 
press the views of everyone in North Carolina who has given serious thought 
to the matter, that the program of inspection of poultry and poultry products 
should be placed in the United States Department of Agriculture, subject to the 
wishes of the Secretary of Agriculture as to the branch or division of the depart- 
ment to which the work should be assigned. We do not believe that it should 
be assigned by Congress to any definite branch or division of the United States 
Department of Agriculture. It is entirely possible that the Secretary might 
assign this function to one division and later find that another division or branch 
of the Department could perform the functions of the program more effectively ; 
and in such ease, I think the Secretary should have full authority to make such 
changes in the assignment of the work as he might deem best for the program 
and the Department. 

The processing of poultry and poultry products on a large commercial scale is 
relatively new and represents many relatively small processing plants. The 
industry has made tremendous progress during the past few years and has con- 
tinually improved the efficiency of its processing operations, resulting in a whole- 
some product available to consumers at reasonable prices. These advances are 
borne out by the fact that we consume approximately 11% billion broilers per year. 

Economic conditions and seasonal demands of consumers for varying weights 
and age classes and for the many types and sizes of consumer packages make it 
imperative that processing and distributing of poultry be on a flexible basis. 
Processing poultry is unlike the processing of red meat due to the sizes of the 
individual carcasses and due to the various means and methods of processing, 
packaging, and distributing as demanded by consumers. The fact that the 
inspecting of poultry and poultry products would involve a large number of 
relatively new and small processing plants not heretofore inspected and the 
further fact that the nature of the carcass and the method of processing is largely 
different from that of larger animals convinces us that the program of inspection 
ef poultry and poultry products should be considered by the Secretary, entirely 
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independent of the inspection of larger animals as presently carried out by the 
Department. 

It is possible that when the poultry industry has had additional years of 
experience and growth in processing and in marketing that consideration could 
be given to combining the inspection of poultry and larger animals, but for the 
present, we definitely believe that the best interest of the industry and the con- 
sumer would not be served by combining the two programs in the division now 
providing the red meat inspection service. 

I respectfully submit this brief statement in the hope that it may give your 
committee the benefit of our thinking here in North Carolina on the subject of 
poultry inspection. 

Sincerely yours, 
L.Y. BALLENTINE, Commissioner 


THE COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS, 
DEPARTMENT OF PuBLIC HEALTH, 
State House, Boston 33, April 4, 1956 
Senator JAMEs E. Murray, 
Chairman, Senate Labor and Public Welfare Comminttee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


Dear SENATOR: AS a member of the Committee on Poultry Inspection of the 
Association of Food and Drug Officials of the United States, I wish to strongly 
urge you to continue your energetic and well-founded incentive in attempting to 
provide consumer protection by preventing the interstate shipment of diseased 
poultry. Massachusetts has been plagued by this problem for many years. Our 
lack of enforcement personnel has made it impossible for us to cope with 
this problem. 

The institution of a Federal Poultry Inspection Service under the Food and 
Drug Administration would be one of the most progressive actions taken by 
the Congress in the protection of the public health and welfare. I wish to compli- 
ment your colleagues and you on the recognition of this problem and for having 
the incentive to try to do something about it. 


I am writing to Senators Kennedy and Saltonstall asking them to support 
your legislation contained in Senate bill 3176. 
Yours very truly, 


Grorce A. MICHAEL, 
Director, Division of Food and Drugs 


City oF BINGHAMTON, N. Y., 
DEPARTMENT OF PuBLIC SAFETY, 
BUREAU OF HEALTH, 
April 2, 1956. 
Hon. JAMES E. Murray, 
Chairman, of the Senate Labor and Public Welfare Committee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR SENATOR MuRRAY: I am very much interested in Senate bill 3176 which I 
understand has been introduced by you. 

I have been engaged in full-time public health work for several years and 
have attempted to set up local programs and to have local laws enacted to control 
the sanitation of poultry. While Commissioner of Health of Syracuse, N. Y., I 
was able to have a section of our sanitary code approved which prohibited the 
sale of New York-dressed poultry in that city. 

I hope it will be possible to place the regulations pertaining to poultry 
inspection in the hands of consumer protective organizations. 

Not infrequently the statement is made that the sanitary inspection program 
would add materially to the cost of dressed poultry. For a period of more 
than 1 year we kept a card record of the cost of lay inspection of poultry with 
veterinary supervision and found that the actual cost did not exceed two-tenths 
of 1 cent per pound of inspected poultry. 

You are to be congratulated upon your interest in this bill and on your efforts 
to have it passed. 

Sincerely yours, 
C. A. SARGENT, M. D., Health Officer. 
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OREGON Strate Boarp or HEALTH, 
Portland, Oreg., May 31, 1956. 
Hon. ALLEN ELLENDER, Sr., 
Chairman of Committeee on Agriculture, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


Drak SENATOR ELLENDER: It has been brought to our attention that a substitute 
bill for national poultry inspection, S. 3588, has been submitted to take the place 
of the original Senate bill 3176, and that the Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare has withdrawn as the agency primarily responsible for the protec- 
tion of the consuming public. 

This action by the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare disregards 
the recommendation of the Association of State and Territorial Health Officers 
and various medical and veterinary medical associations, as well as other 
organizations. 

We feel that the administration of poultry inspection should be under the 
jurisdiction of the Food and Drug Administration of the Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare, as this organization has a moral and legal obligation 
to the poultry-consuming public in respect to its health and welfare. The 
Senate bill 3588 and companion bill H. R. 10514 have the following disadvantages : 

(1) It placed inspection in the Department of Agriculture, but does not specify 
where it should be administered. 

(2) It does not indicate whether it should be administered by the Federal 
Meat Inspection Branch. 

(3) It emphasizes the aid to commerce and sale of poultry products with 
little reference to actual inspection for wholesomeness. 

(4) It conflicts with State rights and local jurisdiction in health matters by 
indicating that the Secretary of Agriculture may determine the necessity for 
inspection if the volume of products consumed is great enough for Federal 
inspection, interfering with the movement of State-inspected poultry into cities 
or areas of a State by necessitating Federal inspection of such products. 

(5) It does not provide for compulsory inspection, but only permissive inspec- 
tion as determined by the Secretary of Agriculture. 

(6) Enforcement is limited when information is received through the records 
of a company, as such information may not be used in prosecution of the firm 
in question (sec. 10). 

(7) Section 18 conflicts with provisions of the act of June 25, 1938 (52 Stat. 
1040, ch. 675), Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act, by providing exclusive 
jurisdiction in the field of poultry and poultry products inspection; thus exempt- 
ing such products from the provisions of the Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act. 
Difficulty would be encountered in preventing the sale of poultry and poultry 
products by local authorities, or the Federal Food and Drug Administration, if 
such products have deteriorated or have been contaminated after the original 
inspection. 

(8) In section 21, definition of the term “commerce” would be all inclusive 
and could necessitate the compliance with all requirements of commerce, by 
designating area or city, again taking away States rights and local jurisdiction 
of health matters. 

It is felt that additional consideration should be given the matter of national 
poultry inspection so as to produce an adequate and enforcible law for protect- 
ing the health of the consuming public. 

Respectfully yours, 
RicHarp H. Witcox, M. D., 
Acting State Health Officer. 





Young Women’s CHRISTIAN ASSOCIATION OF 
THE UNITED STaTES OF AMERICA, 
New York, N. Y., May 4, 1956. 
Hon. JaMes E. Murray, 
Chairman, Subcommittee, Committee on Labor and Public Weljfare, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


My Dear SENATOR Murray: The Young Women’s Christian Association, a 
membership organization of women and girls who are housewives and mothers, 
business girls, schoolgirls, and workers in industry, has long had an interest in 
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the protection of consumers. At its triennial national convention in 1955 the 
YWCA voted to continue to support “the protection of consumers through such 
measures as food and drug regulation and inspection and measures to maintain 
quality standards.” 

We have been shocked to learn of conditions that prevail in some parts of 
the poultry industry. We have read with alarm that the Public Health Service 
reports that an average of one-third of the reported cases of food poisoning 
are traced to poultry or poultry dishes; that some 26 diseases have been found 
transmissible from poultry to man; and that fatalities have actually occurred 
due to diseased poultry. 

Considering the phenomenal growth of the poultry industry in the past 20 
years, selling as it did in 1954 1,050 million broilers alone; considering also that 
the poultry and egg industry is now the third largest source of agricultura! 
income, the national board of the YWCA urges your committee to recommend 
legislation to provide adequate inspection for wholesomeness and Sanitation in 
the poultry industry. The poultry industry stands alone among the major pro 
ducers of food in not being properly regulated. The voluntary program of 
inspection has obviously failed and, though unsafe and unfit poultry is processed 
by a minority of the industry, we do not feel that they should be allowed to 
sell diseased or unwholesome products. 

We specifically support S. 3176 to amend the Federal Food, Drug, and Cos 
metic Act, so as to prohibit the movement in interstate or foreign commerce 
of unsound, unhealthful, diseased, unwholesome, or adulterated poultry or 
poultry products. 

Sincerely yours, 
Linace Rem Barnes, 
President, National Board 


STATE OF NEBRASKA, 
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, 
Lincoln, April 11, 1956 
Hon. James E. Murray, 
Chairman, Senate Labor and Public Welfare Committee. 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


Dear SENATOR Murray: You are to be commended for the speech that was 
made in the Senate of the United States Friday, February 10, 1956, urging 
the need of compulsory inspection of poultry and poultry products as described 
in the Senate bill 3176. We take this means of endorsing your bill and urging 
that you do all in your power to see that this bill is activated into law. 

In the promotion of public health, we are finding that agencies other than 
those responsible for human health do not grasp the full significance of the effect 
that various programs and activities have on human health. Far too often 
the industrial and economic aspects are taken into consideration at the ex- 
pense of the human beings that are depending upon someone else’s services in 
safeguarding them. This is especially true in some of the food areas where 
dirty and filthy products are processed for human consumption under the assump- 
tion that processing will destroy the harmful organisms. _Even though this 
might be true, we still believe that the human being is entitled to a better 
product than is now supplied to them in many areas. 

It is well known that many of the diseases of animals and fowls are trans- 
missible to man. This makes the program of even greater public-health 
significance. 

Therefore, persons who are inspecting, grading, and certifying poultry and 
poultry products should have the background of public health as it applies to 
the protection of the human being. The bill you proposed indicates that this 
will be done. We, therefore, endorse the bill and hope that it may be passed. 

Yours very truly, 
E. A. Rocers, M. D., M. P. H., 
Director of Healih. 
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Nassau County DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, 
Garden City, N. Y., March 27, 1956. 
Senator James E. Murray, 
Chairman, Senate Labor and Public Welfare Committee, 
Senate Building, Washington, D. C. 


Dear SENATOR Murray: The bill S. 3176 to amend the Federal Food, Drug 
and Cosmetic Act, so as to prohibit the movement in interstate or foreign com- 
merce of unsound, unhealthy, diseased, unwholesome, or adulterated poultry or 
poultry products, has my support. 

Please make every effort for the passage of this bill to assure the consumer 
that his or her purchase of poultry or poultry products is free of disease and 
is wholesome. 

Very truly yours, 
H. P. Aronson, D. V. M., 
County Veterinarian. 


STATE OF NEW JERSEY, DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, 
Trenton, March 26, 1956. 
Hon. JAMES E. Murray, 
Chairman, Senate Labor and Public Welfare Committee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR MurRAy: Your remarks in the Congressional Record introduc- 
ing Senate bill No. 3176 which would require the compulsory inspection of all 
poultry moving interstate, indicate a definite need for such legislation. 

This department is in accord with this legislation as proposed and wishes to 
be recorded as urging its passage. 

Respectfully, 
DANIEL BercsMA, M. D., M. P. H., 
State Commissioner of Health. 


THe DIVISION oF HEALTH OF MISSOURI, 
Jefferson City, Mo., March 22, 1956. 
Hon. JAMES E. Murray, 
Chairman, Senate Labor and Public Welfare Committee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


DeAR SENATOR Murray: I have had the opportunity of reading your speech 
to the Senate of the United States on Friday, February 10, 1956, and support 
of Senate bill 3176 to amend the Federal Food, Drug and Cosmetic Act to pro- 
hibit the movement in interstate or foreign commerce of unsound, unhealthful, 
diseased, unwholesome, or adulterated poultry or poultry products. 

I believe that this is a very worthwhile public health measure and most cer- 
tainly should be enacted as soon as possible. The poultry processing industry of 
Missouri is probably the most deplorable of our food-handling industries. In 
a good many cases even the poultry plants who are under the inspection of the 
United States Department of Agriculture have neglected entirely, or to a large 
extent, the sanitary facilities in these plants including the cleanliness of floors, 
walls, ceilings, equipment, tables, benches, shelves and similar equipment which 
comes in contact with the finished or semifinished poultry. In most instances 
the USDA is primarily concerned with the elimination of sick or diseased poul- 
try, either prior or after processing. This does not, however, eliminate the 
insanitary practices carried on within these plants nor does it prevent the con- 
tamination of otherwise wholesome poultry by sloppy and improper handling 
of carcasses and improper cleaning equipment. This is probably due to the 
difference in concept between the Agricultural Department and the Public Health 
Agency. 

Agriculture is interested primarily in assisting in a financial way the poultry 
raiser and the poultry processor. Public Health Officials are interested in pro- 
tecting the health of all the people whether they be the raisers of poultry, the 
processors of poultry, the employees in poultry plants or the consumer of suoh 
poultry. We, therefore, believe that it is necessary to have not only ante mortem 
and post mortem inspection of poultry products but to also maintain proper 
sanitary procedures throughout the entire operation from the time the bird is 
received at the poultry plant until it is consumed by the consumer. 
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The enactment of this bill will do much to encourage and strengthen our 
appeal to the State legislature for similar laws on a statewide basis. 

I am Secretary and Treasurer of the Missouri Milk and Food Sanitarians As- 
sociation affiliated with the International Association of Milk and Food Sani- 
tarians with a State membership of approximately 300 sanitarians, food proces 
sors and other interested persons connected with the food industry and I have 
discussed this bill with the present and executive board and they are whole- 
heartedly in support of this proposed bill. Our annual meeting will not be held 
until April 16, therefore, we will not be able to get a resolution into your hands 
antil after that meeting, however, I am sure that this association will be in 
favor of this bill and I will attempt to send the resolution to you as soon as 
it is available. 

By direction of James R. Amos, M. D., director, division of health. 

Very truly yours, 
Jonun H. MceCurcHen, 
Director, Bureau of Food and Drugs. 


City or SYRACUSE DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, 
Syracuse, N. Y., April 2, 1956. 
Hon. JAMes BE. Murray, 
United States Senate Building, Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR Murray: I have read the speech and the poultry inspection bill 
which you have before the Senate. 

On the basis of my experience in public health work and my firsthand knowledge 
of the practices followed by some segments of the poultry industry, I am deeply 
gratified that you and your confreres have taken the trouble to inform yourselves 
in this matter and to take this action. I wish to commend you and to endorse 
the bill, and I sincerely hope that favorable action will be taken promptly. Such 
action is long overdue. 

I wish to take this opportunity to tell you further that I and all others who are 
engaged in public health activity are deeply concerned with the failure of Con- 
gress to provide adequate funds for the Food and Drug Administration. It is 
well known that this division is sadly understaffed and limited in funds and that 
the public health and welfare suffers thereby. If more of the recommendations 
made by the Hoover Committee were followed, some of the funds that are now 
apparently wasted could be turned over to FFDA, to the great benefit of the con- 
suming public. 

Sincerely yours, 
C. H. Du Monp, 
Director, Bureau Food Sanitation, 





East Bay VETERINARY MEDICAL ASSOCIATION, 


Oakland, Calif. 
Senator JAMES E. MuRRAY, 


Chairman, Labor and Public Welfare Committee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR SENATOR MurRRAyY: At the last regular meeting of our association, which 
represents a very great majority of the practicing veterinarians of Alameda 
and Contra Costa Counties, a resolution was unanimously passed to communi- 
cate with you and allow you to know that we feel that Senate bill 3176 concerning 
the interstate or foreign movement of poultry or poultry products is not only 
needed but also necessary for the public welfare. 

Inspection of anything to be used by the public is good, but if it is to be of any 
true value, this inspection should be responsible to the consumer not the pro- 
ducer. As an individual, at times, I am amazed by the poor quality of poultry 
that comes out of packages that bear an official looking seal of inspection. 

As individuals, and as a professional group we urgently request that your com- 
mittee favorably consider this legislation. 

Sincerely yours, 5 
Leo 8. GoLpsTon, D. V. M., Secretary. 
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CountTy HEALTH DEPARTMENT, 
Tuscaloosa, Ala., March 29, 1956. 
Hon. JAMES E. MuRRay, 
Chairman, Senate Labor and Public Welfare Committee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Sir: My attention has been called to Senate bill No. 3176 introduced by 
you, and I would like to give my personal endorsement of this bill having had 
some 20 years of contact with the meat and poultry industry, and in having full 
knowledge of dangers involved of which the general public is unaware. I am in 
full accord with public welfare. All poultry and poultry products should have 
compulsory inspection. 

Very truly, 
L. E. BECKHAM, D. V. M., 
Public Health Veterinarian. 


CONFERENCE OF STATE SANITARY ENGINEERS, 
Trenton, N.J., April 19, 1956. 
Hon. JAMES E. MurRay, 
Senate Labor and Public Welfare Committee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR SENATOR MurRRAY: I have been authorized by the executive board of the 
Conference of State Sanitary Engineers to write to you with reference to S. 3176, 
“to amend the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act so as to prohibit the move- 
ment in interstate or foreign commerce of unsound, unhealthful, diseased, un- 
wholesome, or adulterated poultry or poultry products.” We are strongly in 
favor of its passage because it provides for compulsory inspection of all poultry, 
which moves interstate under a consumer protective organization. 

We will appreciate whatever you can do to help promote public health in this 
area of food inspection. 

Sincerely yours, 
ALFRED H. FLETCHER, 
Secretary-Treasurer. 


HovuUsEWIVES UNITED, 
Washington, D. C., May 30, 1956. 

Deak SENATOR: We feel very strongly that S. 3176, the poultry inspection bill, 
should be passed. 

Poultry raising is no longer a small, home industry, as it used to be; it is now 
a big business enterprise—with the attendant risks that come from carelessness 
or greed when things are done on a large scale. 

While we are confident that the great majority of people in the poultry industry 
are honest and careful, it is the very few who are not honest and careful who 
constitute a hazard to our health—and who give a bad name to the industry 
as a whole. 

Certainly the passage of this bill should help the poultry industry. We have 
heard too much for too long about filthy and diseased fowls to have the confidence 
that we should have when buying food in a country as enlightened as the United 
States. In fact, board members of Housewives United have decided that very 
soon it will be in order for housewives to refuse to buy poultry that does not 
show it has been Government inspected. 

If the Food and Drug Administration is going to be too involved with its ex- 
pansion program during the next 5 to 10 years (and we can understand that this 
may well be the case), we agree then that poultry inspection might be added 
to the Meat Inspection Act of the Department of Agriculture. 

But we would strongly advise that poultry inspection be carried out just as 
the red meat inspection has been carried out. We do not feel that this could 
be accomplished if poultry inspection were to be made a part of the Agricultural 
Marketing Division. Selling and buying, though definitely related, required two 
different viewpoints, of course. And we ourselves do not think that voluntary in- 
spection has worked too well. 

It is not the man who asks for inspection and who pays for that inspection, 
himself, who endangers the people’s health. It is the man who thinks he can 
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get away with selling just any old bird, dead or dying, and the man who keeps 


his plant in an unsanitary condition who needs the inspection, and who, if he 
is not forced to have it, may constitute a serious threat to the health of American 
families. 

Just how serious this threat to our health is we may not yet know Lesides 
the time we were sure it was the chicken that made us sick, some sudden, unex 
plained illness could well be caused by the consumption of bad fowls, particularly 
in public eating places, 

We feel that poultry inspection—before and after slaughter—should be auto 
matic for birds that are sold in large quantities in interstate commerce, and 
that such inspection should be paid for by the taxpayers as part of our health 
insurance, just as the inspection of red meat has been for 50 years. 

We would advise an amendment to S. 5176 that would exempt small farmers 
who sell their own poultry to housewives nearby, and an amendment that would 
permit imports of quality poultry from other countries. 

The Secretary of the Department of Health, Education, and Walfare has sug 
gested that January 1, 1956, is an unrealistic date to put into the bill, since 
much preparation will be needed before it can be enforced. This may be true 
But we would hope for the earlist possible date for mandatory inspection 
When people are being made ill by fowl! that is processed in dirty plants, and by 
fowl that smell bad and have sores on them—tomorrow does not seem too soon 

Yours very sincerely, 
FRANCES WRIGHT, 
(Mrs. Louis B. Wright). 
President. 
MARGARIE P. WHITE, 
(Mrs. Mastin G. White), 
Vice President. 
FLORENCE S. KERR, 
(Mrs. Robert Y. Kerr), 
Legislative Chairman. 


OREGON FEDERATION OF BUTCHERS OF THE AMALGAMATED 
MEAT CUTTERS AND BUTCHER WORKMEN OF NorTH AMERICA, 
Portland, Oreg. 


RESOLUTION 


Whereas Oregon has just experienced an outbreak of psittacosis and many 
members of Egg and Poultry Workers Local Union No. 231 have been stricken 
with said disease and some are still hospitalized ; and 

Whereas there has been at least 2 deaths due to psittacosis in this area, and 

Whereas there are 26 diseases that are transmissible from poultry to man; 
and 

Whereas one-third of food poisoning has been traced by the Public Health 
Service to poultry or poultry dishes ; and 

Whereas the processing of poultry and poultry products in uninspected plants 
are being processed under conditions that are far from sanitary, and in many 
cases are unfit for human consumption: Therefore be it 

Resolwed, That the Oregon Federation of Butchers, AFL-CIO, in convention 
assembled this 14th day of May 1956, in the city of Salem, Oreg., go on record 
as being in favor of and supporting S. 3176 and H. R. 8599 in an effort to clean 
up this very undesirable and dangerous practice of slaughtering, processing, and 
selling poultry and poultry products that are unfit for human consumption; 
and be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be sent to our delegation in Congress, 
the chairman of the House Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee, and 
the Amalgamated Meat Cutters and Butcher Workmen of North America, AFL— 
CIO, urging their support and passage of S. 3176 and H. R. 8599. 

Respectfully submitted. 


H. E. Barker, Secretary. 
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SoutH Daxora Stare DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, 
Pierre, May 16, 1956. 
Hon. Kari EB. Munprt, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 


My Dear Senator Munpr: Information regarding the hearings on S. 3176 and 
S. 3588 has recently been brought to my attention. 

Although it must be pointed out that the United States Department of Agricul- 
ture has consistently done a very commendable job in the inspection and control 
of red meats, it would appear obvious that all meat-inspection procedures are 
performed for the benefit of the consuming public rather than for the agricultural 
industry of the United States. Consequently it is my expressed opinion that the 
inspection of all food products at all stages of processing and distribution, should 
be the responsibility of the Food and Drug Administration of the Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare. 

Please consider the writer’s views as being definitely in favor of S. 3176 and 
definitely opposed to S. 3588. 

Thank you very much. 

Yours very truly, 

Donatp G. De Vators, D. V. M., M. P. H., 

Public Health Veterinarian. 
Submitted with the approval of: 
. CHARLES B. Cart, 

Director, Division of Sanitary Engineering. 

Dr. G. J. VAN HEUVELEN, 
State Health Officer. 


STATEMENT IN Support or 8S. 3176, SusmMirrep By Dr. JANET L. MACDONALD, 
CHAIRMAN, Soctat Stupres CoMMITTEE, AND Mrs. JAMES W. Kipenry. CHAIR- 
MAN, LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM COMMITTEE, AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF UNIVERSITY 
WoMEN, WASHINGTON, D. C. 


On behalf of the social studies and the legislative program committees of the 
American Association of University Women, we urge the Senate Labor and Public 
Welfare Committee to report favorably S. 3176 to establish a Federal poultry- 
inspection system. Such legislation, we believe, is long overdue. 

The American Association of University Women is composed of over 139,000 
women college graduates organized into 1,339 branches in the 48 States, the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, Alaska, Hawaii, and Guam. 

For many years, the AAUW has maintained an active interest in consumer 
problems and in Federal legislation designed to protect the consumer. The asso- 
ciation maintains study programs in various fields, including social studies, from 
which informed opinion is developed which is then translated by convention vote 
into resolutions pertaining to Federal legislation. At its most recent convention 
held in June 1955, in Los Angeles, the association reaffirmed its long-standing 
interest in and support of legislation to protect the consumer by resolving in 
favor of: “measures in the interest of the consumer; * * * (b) Protection 
against injurious products.” 

We believe that Federal legislation which would prohibit the movement in 
interstate and foreign commerce of unsound, unhealthful, diseases, unwhole- 
some, or adulterated poultry clearly falls within this mandate from our 
eonvention. 

In supporting this legislation we believe that inspection of poultry is just as 
essential to consumer protection as meat inspection. Inspection provided for 
in this bill should operate to protect the buyer of poultry against diseases common 
to man and poultry and diseases due to unsanitary handling. To assure such 
safeguards we are in favor also of both ante mortem and post mortem inspection. 

The association does not take any stand as to which agency of Government 
should be charged with authority to carry out and enforce the law. But as 
part of our continuing interest in effective Government and in economy in 
Government, we favor having inspection carried out by the agency whose per- 
sonnel and experience together would provide the most efficient administration. 

As chairman of the AAUW social studies and legislative committees, we ear- 
nestly urge favorable committee action on this legislation to establish a Federal 
poultry-inspection system. We also urge speedy Senate approval of this bill, 
which would bring new and much-needed protection to both the workers who 
handle poultry and to the citizens who consume it. 
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STATEMENT BY C, A, BRANDLY, CHAIRMAN, DEPARTMENT OF VETERINARY SCIENCE, 
UNIVERSITY OF WISCONSIN, MapIsSoN, REGARDING THE NEED FOR COMPULSORY 
INSPECTION @F POULTRY MOVING IN INTERSTATE COMMERCE 


The need of mandatory inspection of poultry for wholesomeness and of ade 
quate inspection of poultry plants as a means of establishing and maintaining 
proper sanitation in the handling and processing of poultry and poultry products 
is widely recognized. Many organizations and individuals are concerned over 
lack of a satisfactory program. Obviously, the need for inspection for poultry 
is as great as it is for the so-called red meats for which the Meat Inspection Act 
was enacted 50 years ago. 

The present voluntary program of poultry inspection by a branch of the Pro- 
duction and Marketing Administration is inadequate and misleading, in that 
it purports to protect the health and interests of the public which it palpably 
does not do. Because of its organization and support by the poultry processor, 
the PMA’s poultry-inspection program is subject to various abuses. Its most 
glaring defect is that inspection for wholesomeness may be discontinued from 
day to day or during the day’s operation as the processor desires. The objectives 
of a marketing organization are obviously inconsistent with those of an inspec 
tion or regulatory agency in that the former is concerned with distribution and 
the wholesomeness of the product is frequently a secondary consideration. 

Proper and adequate inspection for wholesomeness under veterinary super- 
vision is indispensable to protect human health against a number of diseases 
common to poultry and man. In addition, proper inspection service serves to 
prevent contamination of poultry as well as other meats, physically, chemically, 
and microbiologically. This inspection service can be effective only under a 
compulsory program properly supervised and manned by professionally trained 
personnel. Proper sanitary inspection of the plant where poultry is processed 
is also essential to prevent contamination by infectious agents including those 
disseminated through and by rodents and other animals. Proper inspection 
reduces the hazards of chemical contamination of poultry products. 

In recognizing the urgency of proper compulsory poultry inspection, both 
ante mortem and post mortem, the means of accomplishing such inspection 
demand careful consideration and judgment. The development of a sound and 
effective meat-inspection service by the United States Department of Agriculture 
within its current meat-inspection branch make it logical that a mandatory 
poultry-inspection service be set up within the structure and framework of this 
organization. The inadequacies and shortcomings of the current P. and M. 
voluntary poultry-inspection service further emphasize the desirability of or- 
ganizing poultry inspection for wholesomeness. as a component of the meat- 
inspection service. To delegate this responsibility to the Food and Drug Ad- 
ministration which is not organized, manned, or equipped to provide such 
a service would be not only unrealistic but would be extremely costly and 
wasteful. Certainly, the interests of economy and efficiency would best be 
served by establishing a mandatory poultry-inspection service as a part of 
the meat-inspection branch, not as a new activity and service by the Food and 
Drug Administration. 

A compulsory inspection service for poultry should be initiated with caution 
and judgment. Obviously, inspection cannot be imposed immediately on all 
plants, large or small. The inspection service should be established with the 
interests of the public and of the poultry plant operation in proper balance 
and perspective. I firmly believe that a satisfactory service can be established 
within a reasonable period of time without greatly disarranging or discom- 
moding those firms and individuals engaged in the processing of poultry or in 
causing them undue financial problems. 

In conclusion, it may be emphasized that the interests of the public demand 
a compulsory poultry-inspection service comparable to that provided for red 
meats under the Meat Inspection Act. The establishment of a satisfactory 
poultry-inspection service apparently could best be accomplished as a com- 
ponent of the current meat-inspection service and, while directed at poultry and 
poultry products processed for interstate shipment, it would serve as a satis- 
factory and desirable pattern for regulation of poultry and poultry products 
not subject to interstate regulations. An adequate compulsory poultry-inspection 
service will encourage compliance by poultry-inspection programs for products 
distributed intrastate and discourage inspection arrangements within the States 
which service is often inadequate and entirely unsatisfactory. 


78733—56——-17 
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THE UNIVERSITY OF WISCONSIN, 
COLLEGE OF AGRICULTURE, 
DEPARTMENT OF VETERINARY SCIENCE, 
Wadison, Wis., May 7, 1956. 
Hon. James E. Murray, 
United States Senate. 

DEAR SENATOR Murray: I regret my inability, as indicated by the telegram 
which my secretary sent you on May 1, to be available for the hearings on 
S. 3176 on May 10 because of other prior commitments that could not be changed. 
I am, however, enclosing a statement which I trust will be useful and which 
can be presented to the subcommittee. 

Sincerely yours, 
C. A. BRANDLY, Chairman. 


ResouTiIon No. 2, OFFICIALLY ADOPTED BY Paciric DAIRY AND POULTRY ASssOcIA- 
TION AT ITs 320 ANNUAL CONVENTION 


Be it resolved, That the Pacific Dairy and Poultry Association go on record 
favoring the administration of a compulsory wholesomeness inspection program, 
for poultry moving interstate, by the United States Department of Agriculture 
Poultry Division, and that the cost for administering the program be by appro- 
priation from public funds. 


CHET'’S FAMOUS Foops, 
Eugene, Oreg., March 6, 1956, 
Senator RICHARD NEUBERGER, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


Dear SENATOR NEUBERGER: We understand that there has been introduced into 
the Senate by Senator Murray of Montana, a bill, S. 3176, calling for mandatory 
inspection legislation covering Federal Government inspection of poultry mar- 
keted in inierstate commerce. 

We are in the cooked frozen food business in Eugene and ship cooked frozen 
food products throughout the West. 

We are one of the pioneers in this growing industry and our plant in Eugene 
employs approximately 160 people and uses chicken, turkey, beef, cherries, boysen- 
berries, apples, and other raw materials from the Williamette Valley that run 
into millions of pounds annually. 

We have United States Department of Agriculture Federal meat inspection 
and have a representative of the meat inspection service in our plant at all times 
when we are operating. All of our meats come from United States inspected 
plants and our meat products bear the seal of the United States Department of 
Agriculture. 

Our poultry products do not bear the seal of PMA, the agency now handling 
this service, because in order to use this stamp we must use poultry entirely 
from PMA inspected eviscerating plants. 

All of our turkey is from PMA-inspected plants but our chicken is not. At 
the present time there is only one PMA-inspected chicken plant in Oregon and 
western Washington which produces chicken. This is brought about by the fact 
that many of the plants do not handle sufficient volume to write off the cost of 
the PMA veterinary inspector, which will run as much as $800 to $1,000 a month. 

Actually, the plants where we get a lot of our chickens are outstanding poultry 
plants and produce a product which in many cases is far superior to that produced 
in some of the PMA plants. Still and all these smaller plants, many of which are 
small because of geographic and other limitations of the area, are penalized 
simply because they are not as large as some of their Middlewest competitors who 
can write off PMA inspection against millions of pounds per week. 

As you know, poultry products can move interstate without PMA inspection 
but where we find we are penalized is that we cannot sell to Army commissary 
posts without a PMA-inspection insignia on our label. 

We are enclosing samples of labels of 4 of our precooked frozen dinners to 
illustrate the point that on the 2 dinners containing meat we have a Department 
of Agriculture inspection insignia and on the 2 including poultry we do not. 

We certainly feel that this whole operation of meat and poultry inspection 
should be combined under one agency because they are certainly aiming at the 
same goal. Possibly the United States Meat Inspection Service is the best 
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organized and equipped at the present time to handle such a task There has 
been some talk about Pure Food and Drug handling such a job; possibly they 
could do it. 

We feel, however, the operations of the Pure Food and Drug should be changed 
slightly from what they have been, in that they should have a department to work 
with the packers in solving their problems. Pure Food and Drug bas taken the 
attitude in many cases in the past that they set up technical requirements and 
then leave it up to the packer to interpret them. If the packer happened bo 
interpret the Pure Food and Drug law wrong, his product or label was subject 
to suspension, whereas this certainly could have been avoided with a little 
cooperation on the part of representatives of the department. 

We certainly believe that a poultry-inspection service should be provided if 
there are going to be any requirements for poultry inspection insignia on pack 
ages such as that required by the United States Army and Air Force at the 
present time in their commissary areas. 

In this connection we would appreciate if it you would do everything within 
your power to urge making this poultry-inspection law, if we are going to have 
one, one that is fair to all segments of the industry and does not work only to 
the advantage of the very large poultry and poultry products producers who, 
because of their volume, are in a better position to pay for the PMA inspection 
service as is the case at the present time. 

We are enclosing, in addition to the labels mentioned above, a small brochure 
which will give you a little information about our plant, organization, and prod 
ucts. 

Yours truly, 
F. W. BRUNNER. 


AMERICAN TRUCKING ASSOCIATIONS, INC., 
Washington, D.C... Maw 11, 1956 


Re 8. 3176 
Hon. Lister HILL, 
Chairman, Committee on Labor and Public Welfa 
United States Senate, Washington, D.C. 


DeaR Mr. CHAIRMAN: This letter relates to the above-mentioned bill which 
would prohibit the movement in interstate or foreign commerce of unsound, un 
healthful, etc., poultry or poultry products on which your committee has been 
holding hearings. 

The American Trucking Associations, Inc., while taking no position on the 
bill as a whole, desires to call to your attention one provision of the bill which 
is of interest to the trucking industry of the United States which this association 
represents. This is subsection (1) of section 1002 appearing at line 18 through 
21, page 5 of the bill. This subsection of the bill prohibits: “(1) delivering or 
receiving for transportation or transporting in commerce any poultry or poultry 
products which have not been inspected, examined, and marked with an official 
inspection mark.” 

It is suggested that the inclusion of this section may place upon common and 
contract motor carriers the burden of proving that poultry or poultry products 
moved by them in their regular course of business have been properly processed 
by inspectors of the new Poultry Inspection Service. We do not feel that it is the 
intent of this bill to place upon trucking companies the burden of determining 
whether or not the contents of freight received for transportation has been 
properly processed in a shippers plant over which the carrier has absolutely 
no control. 

We suggest that the committee may wish to give consideration to (1) the elim- 
ination of the subsection or (2) the inclusion of language similar to the following: 

“Section 1002 shall not apply to any common carrier, contract carrier, or freight 
forwarder, with respect to poultry or poultry products introduced or delivered 
for introduction into interstate commerce in the ordinary course of its business.” 

We invite the committee’s attention to the fact that several of the bills 
now pending before other committees of the Congress relating to this same 
subject do not contain language similar to that to which we have raised objection. 

It is respectfully requested that this letter be made a part of the record relat- 
ing to S. 3176. 

Very truly yours, 
JAMES F.. PINKNEY, General Counsel. 
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Mount Morris, ILu., May 22, 1956. 
Hon. Lister HILt, 


United States Senate, Washington, D. C.: 


The National Turkey Federation, which is the largest poultry organization in 
the world, respectfully requests that in pending legislation, provisions be made 
for administration of compulsory inspection of poultry for wholesomeness by the 
United States Department of Agriculture. United States Department of Agri- 
culture has a wonderful record of safeguarding the health of the American public. 
United States Department of Agriculture has close contact with poultry producers 
and processors and has had many years of experience in administering our present 
program of voluntary inspection. It would be a serious mistake and a waste of 
taxpayers’ money to disregard all these facts and place authority for compulsory 
inspection in the hands of Government agencies that are totally unprepared to 
do an effective job. 

M. C. SMALL, 
Executive Secretary, National Turkey Federation. 


SKINNER Pouttry Co., 
Carroliton, Ga., April 5, 1956. 
Hon. Ricu arp B. RUSSELL, 

Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.: 


Dear SENATOR RUSSELL: In the last several months there have been several 
bills introduced in Congress requiring compulsory inspection of poultry. These 
bills are in the House of Representatives, H. R. 8599, and in the Senate, 8S. 3176; 
also, there are two other bills which have not been given a number as of yet. The 
introduction of these bills resulted in confusion and apprehension in the entire 
poultry industry in Georgia as to what effect it would have on producers. Our 
primary aim is, we think it should be paid for by the Government and not slow 
down the processors’ production. 

It is essential that only exact wording be drafted. The approximate cost of 
these bills would be $15 million a year for administration and the cost to the 
producers would consume another $80 million to $90 million a year. This could 
result in tremendous injury to our industry. 

As you know, Georgia produces one-tifth of the Nation’s poultry, and we in 
Georgia would like to have adequate representation in drafting the bill, if a bill 
is necessary. We would like to ask you to slow these bills down, if possible, until 
we of Georgia and the Georgia Poultry Federation have time to study and take 
what action necessary to get the correct bill that is best for all people. Any 
legislation enacted before such a study is made could wreck the complete industry 
of Georgia. It is my opinion that Georgia, Alabama, Mississippi, and 2 or 3 other 
Southeastern States are of the same opinion. I would appreciate any action 
that you can take to hold these bills for the present until a more complete study 
is made. 

I am also contacting Senator George and Congressman Flynt. I am looking for- 
ward to a better relationship and personal acquaintance. Any time that I can 
return the favor, please call on me. 

Best regards. 

Very truly yours, 


Q. P. SKINNER. 


READING, Pa., May 8, 1956. 
Senator Lister HILL, 


Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C.: 

As president of the Pennsylvania State Poultry Federation, I wish to express 
to you the sentiment of the people interested in the poultry industry in Penn- 
sylvania in regard to poultry meat inspection. Because of the long experience 
which the Department has had in inspecting red meats, we want poultry inspec- 
tion to be handled through the United States Department of Agriculture as it is 
outlined in bill 8. 3588. The people in our industry are very much opposed to 
bill S. 3176, which bill wants to transfer poultry meat inspection to the Food and 
Drug Administration. Our poultry people are also interested in having some sort 
of spot inspection for the smaller dressing plants who are not able to afford a 
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full-time inspector. Pennsylvania ranks first of all States in poultry income in 
the United States and it is because of the many smaller dressing plants that we 
have attained this position and we do not in any manner wish to have them 
eliminated. Hearings will be held on these bills this week 


WALTER S. SHEARER, 
R. D. 2, Sinking Spring, Pa. 


HARRISBURG, Pa., May 8, 1956 
Hon. JAMES E. MurRkay, 


Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.: 

Following consultation with Pennsylvania poultrymen, we urge passage of 
S. 3588, H. R. 10514, and H. R. 10527, covering inspection of poultry and poultry 
products. This department has cooperated with the United States Department 
of Agriculture in poultry inspections and our industry prefers to participate in 
compulsory inspections with that experienced agency. 

W. L. HENNING, 
Pennsylvania Secretary of Agriculture 


FircHsuRG, Mass 
Senator JAMES B. Murray, 


Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.: 

United Cooperative Farmers, including branches in Maine and Connecticut, is 
opposed to starting new poultry inspection service as proposed in 8S. 3176. We 
are in favor of poultry inspection by the Department of Agriculture as proposed 
by S. 3588. 

ENSsIO NuPPOLA, General Manager. 


WASHINGTON, D. C., May 7, 1956. 
SENATE COMMITTEE ON LABOR AND PUBLIC WELFARE, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 
Senate bill S. 3176 opposed by National Association of 
Warehouses. Transfer of poultry inspection from Agriculture 


Refrigerated 
Department 
to Food and Drug impractical: more reasonable approach contained in §8. 
3588 calling for expansion of present program in Department. 


J. P. JOHNSON, 
Chairman, NARW Legislation Committee, National Association 


of Refrigerated Warehouses. 


TRENTON, N. J., May 5, 1956. 
Senator Lister HILL, 


Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C.: 


The Northeastern Poultry Producers Council is strongly in favor of poultry 
inspection under supervision of the Department of Agriculture which has had 
long experience in food inspection service and established facilities for opera- 
tion as embodied in S. 3588. We are opposed to starting new service as indicated 
in 8S. 3176. 

ALFRED VAN WAGONEN, 
Managing Director, Northeastern Poultry Producers Council. 


NATIONAL COUNCIL OF FARMER COOPERATIVES, 
Washington, D.C., May 9, 1956. 
Hon. JAMES E. Murray, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Food and Drug Legislation, 
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

DeaR SENATOR Murray: There are 11 different regional poultry associations 
who are members of the National Council of Farmer Cooperatives which are 
marketing and/or processing poultry, including turkeys and chickens. 
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While they are not opposing legislation providing for inspection of poultry 
moving in interstate commerce, they believe that the function should be author- 
ized in the United States Department of Agriculture, with the scope and pro- 
cedure in line with other livestock and meat inspection already administered 
there. 

They endorse the principles and purposes set out in the current draft of 8S. 
S588. 
Sincerely yours, 


JoHN J, RiGee, Secretary. 


VANCREST FARM, 
Hyde Park, N. Y., May 9, 1956. 

DrEAR SENATOR HILL: The Dutchess County Poultry Association members are 
greatly concerned with the new service 8S. 3176 would provide. 

We feel that the Department of Agriculture is capable of carrying on the 
efficient program necessary in such an extensive field. Also it has built up 
this service over many years of experience which could not be duplicated in 
the short period required. 

Sincerely, 


DEAN TuTTLe, President. 


CALIFORNIA FarM BuREAU FEDERATION, 
Berkeley, Calif., May 17, 1956. 
Hon. Lister HILt, 
Chairman, Senate Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


My Dear SENATOR HILL: We desire to be on record with your committee in 
opposition to 8. 3176, relative to mandatory inspection of poultry. 

We believe in inspection of poultry. As a matter of fact, the California Farm 
Bureau Federation has sponsored laws which have been enacted in California 
providing for the inspection of poultry on an intrastate basis. 

We are convinced that this problem can best be handled by the Department 


of Agriculture, where trained inspectors are now at work on the red-meat pro- 
gram. We sincerely hope that your committee in its wisdom will refuse to recom- 
mend the adoption of S. 3176 in favor of other legislation. We have in mind 


S. 3588, which we understand will provide for a poultry-inspection program by 
the Department of Agriculture. 
Sincerely, 
RicHARD W. OweENs, 
Secretary-Treasurer. 


ELKTON, VA., May 22, 1956. 
Senator Lister HILt, 


Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

The National Poultry Producers Association urges that mandatory inspection 
of poultry be administered by the United States Department of Agriculture. The 
Department of Agriculture has done a wonderful job in protecting the interest 
of our people. The success in safeguarding our people against the hordes of 
insects, blights, pests, and disease is well known. The Department is in close 
touch with all phases of agriculture and the processing of all meat, including 
poultry, and it would be unfortunate not to take advantage of the personnel 
and long experience of this Department. 

Cuester C. Hovusny, 
President, National Poultry Producers Association. 


THe NorTH CAROLINA STATE GRANGE, 


GREENSBORO, N. C., May 17, 1956. 
Hon. Lister HILL, 


Chairman, Senate Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 
DEAR SENATOR Hitt: I understand that your committee is considering legis- 


lation which will require inspection of all poultry and poultry products for 
commerce. 
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Our State grange poultry committee has given considerable thought to this 
subject and they wonder if the sponsors of the legislation have given your com- 
mittee a clear picture of the magnitude of the job of training and providing in- 
spectors for the plants affected, and the possible cost to both Government and 
industry, together with an appraisal of the need for and the effectiveness of 
such an inspection program in protecting consumers. It is the opinion of our 
committee that a thorough study by the United States Department of Agricul- 
ture might reveal a more effective means of doing the job and at less cost to 
Government, industry, and consumers. 

Our first recommendation is that Congress present the problem to the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture and call for a comprehensive study and report before any 
legislation is adopted. 

Our organization recommends that the responsibility for administering any 
poultry inspection program be placed in the Department of Agriculture, with 
authority to determine how and by what agency in the Department the job is 
to be done after a thorough study has been made by the Secretary. We under 
stand that certain groups are urging Congress to make these determinations now 
Improper action can impair a comparatively new industry that has made rapid 
progress in processing methods, packaging, and marketing techniques for the 
benefit of both producers and consumers, 

We also recommend that any law enacted on this subject provide that the 
Secretary of Agriculture, upon request of any State government, shall make 
available the provisions of the act to any processor who may be engaged solely 
in the intrastate shipment and/or distribution of poultry products. Action of 
this kind is desirable if small businesses are to be given equal consideration with 
large interstate operators under the provisions of the act. 

We further recommend the inclusion of language which will provide that the 
Secretary of Agriculture shall, at the request of State governments, enter into 
cooperative agreements for the purpose of carrying out the provisions of the 
law. This will provide the full use of State-Federal arrangements and assure 
the States of their rightful place in administering programs in which they 
have a dual responsibility with the Federal Government 

With kindest personal regards and hoping that your committee will consider 
these recommendations before any final action is taken, I am 

Cordially, 
Harry B. CALDWELL, Master. 


(The Washington Post and Times-Herald, Monday, July 26, 1954] 
THE WASHINGTON Merkry-Go-RouNnp—TEXAS Parror Fever SCANDAI 
By Drew Pearson 


It has been carefully covered up, but a shocking scandal lies behind the ont 
break of parrot fever in Texas. Inside story is that diseased turkeys, which 
caused the epidemic, have been dumped on the market, endangering those whe 
handle them. 

One 60,000-pound shipment, rejected by the Army, was later sold for civilian 
consumption. Public health authorities have traced other shipments all the 
way to Boston, Philadelphia, and New Orleans. Though packed in ice, some of 
these turkeys were still found to be carrying live parrot fever virus—the same 
virus that has already caused one known death in Texas. 

While they constitute no danger once cooked, they are a danger to those who 
pluck or dress them. 

Meanwhile, when Dr. B. C. Pier, Chief of Poultry Inspection in the Agriculture 
Department, complained of lax inspection methods he was promptly removed 
from duty. 

On June 1, Pier wrote a confidential memo to his chief, W. D. Termohlen, 
Director of the Poultry Division: “We feel that during the past year the 
efficiency of the poultry-inspection service has deteriorated markedly,” he said. 
“This is evidenced by reports from canners and others who purchase inspected 
eviscerated poultry that it has not been properly prepared as ready-to-cook 
poultry. There is a widespread feeling in the inspection service that efforts to 
carry out a sound program will not receive backing if the industry objects. 
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Many supervisors and inspectors have become extremely discouraged in their 
efforts. * °°” 

For his memo, Pier was summarily removed as Inspection Chief and replaced 
by Dr. Roy E. Willie, whose first act was to inform employees that he “wanted 
to be fair to the industry.” 

Pier was given a fancy but meaningless assigument in charge of State inspec- 
tion programs. 

Actually, the inspection of poultry is under both the Agriculture Department 
and the Food and Drug Administration of the Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare. Strictly speaking, the Agriculture Department is supposed to 
grade poultry. However, since the funds of the Food and Drug Administration 
have been cut so low by GOP Congressmen John Taber, of New York, and Fred 
E. Busbey of Illinois, that they can inspect factories only once every 12 years, 
Agriculture inspects as well as grades. 

Only 20 percent of the Nation’s poultry plants are Government inspected, and 
the companies, not the Government, pay inspectors’ salaries. 

As a result of these lax methods and lack of funds, official reports received at 
the Agriculture Department reveal the following unpleasant, unpalatable, but 
unescapable facts: 

Diseased poultry, often covered with sores and swellings, are thrown indis- 
criminately on the market. The blemishes are simply cut off and the diseased 
parts are often sold in fancy packages, offering ready-to-cook drumsticks, 
breasts, and other featured parts. 

The poultry companies that submit to inspection are constantly nagging the 
Agriculture Department to lower its standards. This industry pressure was 
what finally caused Chief Pier to complain that his poultry service had deteri- 
orated markedly. But, instead of cracking down on the industry, the Agricul- 
ture Department cracked down on Pier. 


PARROT FEVER HITS 


The psittacosis, or parrot fever, epidemic struck Texas poultry plants in May, 
sweeping through the employees. More than 300 cases were reported, including 
1 death. First hit were Corsicana Poultry, of Corsicana; Producers Produce, 
of Lampasas; Swift & Co., of Tyler; and Market Produce, of Brady. 

Veterinarians quickly traced the disease to sick turkeys. Most of the plants 
did not close down but continued to ship turkeys to market from the sick flocks. 
This has been proved by public health authorities who have found Texas 
turkeys, packed in ice but still infected with psittacosis, 2,000 miles away in 

foston and Philadelphia. Another shipment has been traced to New Orleans. 

Here is one confidential report made by Field Inspector S. B. Donelson after 
checking on the Producers Produce plant at Lampasas, Tex. : 

“On or about May 4, 1954, a sick flock of turkeys was processed at the plant,” 
Donelson informed Washington. “I started work there May 12, 1954, at which 
time some of the employees were ill. Others became ill within the next week 
or two until 26 of the 65 employees were affected. There have been 2 relapses 
among the 26. The plant did not close due to this outbreak.” 

This column will publish more about the way in which the Agriculture Depart- 
ment has bowed to the industry. 


oe 


Los ANGELES, Catir., May 4, 1956. 
Hon. Huspert H. HUMPHREY, 


Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 


Membership this association, representing estimated 80 percent total processing 
and distribution of poultry in 9 Western States, urges favorable consideration 
S$. 3588 on poultry inspection. Further appeal made that program be retained 
under Department of Agriculture who, by reason of experience and understanding, 
have proved capacity to administer program. Further propose this industry 
request be made part of record this hearing. 


PactFic DAIRY AND POULTRY ASSOCIATION. 
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Los AnceLes, Cauir., May 4, 195€ 
Hon. James E. Murray, 
Washington, D.C.: 


Provisions 8S. 3176 poultry inspection strongly opposed by poultry processors 
and distributors for approximately 80 percent of industry in 9 Western States 
Also suggest to obtain cooperation of industry that you consider placing this 
mandatory inspection program under the Department of Agriculture who have 
under a voluntary program developed an excellent inspection program. Further 
request this industry request be made official part of this hearing. 


Paciric Darry & POULTRY ASSOCIATION. 


Fcoripa STATE VerTeRINARY Meoreat Association, INC., 
Vay 3, 1956. 
Re Senate bill 3176. 
Hon. JAMES E. Murray, 
Chairman, Senate Labor and Public Welfare Committee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


Deak Str: As Secretary of the Florida State Veterinary Medical Association 
and as president of the South Florida Veterinary Society, I have been requested 
to communicate to you the recommendation of both of these memberships of 
Senate bill 3176. 

The matter of inadequate poultry inspection has been discussed during the 
current business year by both of these organizations. Since our membership is 
composed of veterinarians from all branches of the profession including Federal, 
State, and municipal regulatory service, we feel we are in a position to honestly 
judge the merits of the present poultry inspection system. We feel that, com- 
pared to the uniformly good standard of meat inspection conducted by the 
Federal Government, the poultry-inspection program is wholly improper and 
inadequate. 

We would like to go on record as urging the establishment of adequate poultry 
standards and the transference of the regulation of this inspection service into 
the hands of a consumer protective organization. 

Respectfully yours, 
Rosert P. KNOWLEs, D. V. M. 


CLINTON CorRNeERS, N. Y., May 22, 1956. 
Senator James E. Murray, 
Washington, D. C.: 
Re bill S. 3176: Passage of this bill would drive all smaller poultry processing 
plants out of business. I favor plant and sanitary inspection to insure whole- 
someness of poultry reaching the consumer, but without compulsory evisceration. 


Leeson Pouttry Farms. 


Los ANGELES, CALIF., May 22, 1956. 
Senator JAMes E. Murray, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C.: 


Regarding bill S. 3176: A large proportion of the southern California consum- 
ing public uses fresh New York dressed poultry, the annual volume consumed 
here representing an important industry in this area. Compulsory evisceration 
would force many small plants out of business, representing considerable capital 
loss to the State and creating a serious unemployment problem. 

We strongly favor plant sanitary inspection and all necessary inspection to 
insure a wholesome product reaching the consuming public, but oppose the com- 
pulsory stipulations of hill S. 3176 and urge its defeat. 

PoULTRY ASSOCIATION OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA. 
Sam Dustin, President. 
E. J. Gunp, Executive Director. 
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INTERNATIONAL LONGSHOREMEN’S AND WAREHOUSEMEN’S UNION, 
Portland, Oreg., May 21, 1956. 
Hon. JAMES E. Murray, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 


Dear SENATOR: Our council is on record in support of your Senate bill 3176 
and have notified the Oregon delegation of our desire for compulsory Federal in- 
spection of poultry and poultry products. 

The AFL Butchers Union sent us a copy of your excellent speech on this bill 
in the Senate, February 10, 1956. 

We could use to good advantage 25 copies of this reprint if you can send them 
to us. 

Respectfully. 
J. K. STRANAHAN, Secretary 


May 23, 1955 
Hon. Stuart SYMINGTON, 
United States Senate, 


Washington, D. C. 


DrAr SENATOR SYMINGTON: The Division of Health of Missouri is in favor of 
Senate bill 3176. The enclosed statements from my director of the Bureau of 
Food and Drugs gives reasons for our support of the bill. 

Any assistance which you lend in passage of Senate bill 3176 will be greatly 
appreciated. 

Respectfully yours, 
JAMES R. Amos, M. D., 
Director, Division of Health. 


BuREAU OF Foop AND DrRvuGs, 


May 21, 1956. 
Hon. Stuart SyMINGTON, 


United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 


DEAR SENATOR SYMINGTON : I have had an opportunity to read Senate bill 3176 
and have also read a copy of the testimony by John L, Harvey, of the FDA, 
concerning the views of FDA on Senate bill 3176. 

We agree with Mr. Harvey that there is a definite need for this type of control 
of the production, ha: dling, and distribution of poultry. We recret that the Food 
and Drug Administration does not feel that it is capable of administering this 
law at the present time. 

For the past 10 years we have had an opportunity to work very closely with 
the United States Public Health Service, and the Food and Drug Administration 
as well as the Bureau of Meat Inspection, USDA, in the enforcement of the 
State and Federal laws relating to water, sewage, meat, foods, drugs, and other 
public health matters. All of these agencies have been very cooperative in the 
past and we have found that from the top level all the way down to the local 
personnel stationed in Missouri have been adequately trained and carry out 
their duties in a forthright, conscientious, and efficient manner. We, therefore, 
felt that Senate bill 3176 as written would be properly administered and it was 
felt that the sanitary standards used in these poultry plants would be based upon 
the new poultry ordinance as recommended by the United States Public Healtt 
Service in their publication No. 444, April 1955. This publication was developed 
after several years of intensive work on the part of the poultry industry, equip- 
ment manufacturers, USPHS, Food and Drug, and local, State, and city health 
agencies. 

We feel that the United States Public Health Service and the Food and Drug 
Administration have the same criteria and goal which the State and local health 
departments have; namely, to protect+ethe consumer by preventing disease out- 
breaks or stopping the spread of contagious diseases. In the case of poultry 
the primary function would be to eliminate diseased birds from the food supply 
and to permit only those plants who are operating under acceptable sanitary 
conditions to continue to operate. 

The USDA Poultry Inspection Branch, like the State department of agriculture, 
has as its primary aim or purpose to assist economically the producer and 
processor of agricultural products. With this basic concept regulatory activities 
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of the Department of Agriculture tend to be lenient and have less regard for the 
consumer than they do for the producer and processor of such goods 

We have failed to receive the same type of cooperation from the present Poul- 
try Inspection Branch of the USAD as we have received from the above-men 
tioned agencies. In fact they appear to take the attitude that once poultry has 
passed their inspection it must be satisfactory from then on, regardless of the 
condition in which it reaches the public. 

We have also observed that while they do a fairly good job of ante mortem 
and post mortem inspection of plants under their voluntary inspection, in many 
cases they have apparently disregarded the unsanitary conditions which exist 
in the plant. On some occasions they have attempted to defend the plant when 
in actuality their products were unfit for human consumption 

Due to this past history, we do not feel that the proposed poultry-inspection 
bill should be given to this agency. I believe that if this law were administered 
by the Bureau of Meat Inspection, USDA, that it probably would be administered 
in a fair and impartial manner. 

We have also had an opportunity to read Senate bill 3588 
contains a number of undesirable features which would 
enumerate in this letter, we strongly favor Senate bill 3176 

By direction of James R. Amos, M. D., director, division 

Very truly yours, 


Since this bill 
be too lengthly to 


of health 


JoHN H. McCurcHen, Director. 


[From the Detroit Free Press, November 18, 1950 


5,000 BAap TURKEYs HUNtTEep IN Derrorr—MArKFrs ALERTED AFTER 


DISEASED 
Brrps ARE Sotp By FARM 


The State agriculture department moved swiftly to avert disastrous conse 
quences from the distribution of 5,000 diseased turkeys to Detroit markets 
The State authorities acted after discovery of a fowl cholera epidemic at the 
Gold Crest turkey farm, Ten Mile and Inkster Roads 

Stores which purchased turkeys from the farm were urged to call the St 
agriculure department, WO 2—-6680, at once. 

Housewives preparing turkeys for the Thanksgiving table were warned by 
Dr. John D. Groves, assistant State veterinarian, to cook the birds thoroughly 

Thorough cooking will destroy cholera germs, Dr. Groves said. He advised 
this precaution at all times in preparing turkeys as a matter of policy. 

Agriculture department investigators testified before Municipal Judge John J. 
Schulte, Jr., of Farmington, at the hearing of Kenneth Wein, of Exeter, Ontario, 
owner of the Gold Crest farm. 

Wein was not present at the hearing but pleaded guilty, through his at- 
torney, to charges of maintaining an unsanitary slaughterhouse. 

Judge Schulte postponed sentence a week and asked the Oakland County 
prosecutor’s office to prepare another warrant charging Wein with selling food 
unfit to eat. 

He took this action when he was told that Wein had sold 143 birds after 
State authorities had quarantined the flock and impounded 2,000 dressed turkeys. 
Dr. Groves warned that failure to cook the birds properly might result 

severe diarrhea, and might even prove fatal. 

Mrs. Arthur Goers, of 2240 Cora, Farmington, an employee at the farm, test 
fied that 5,000 turkeys have been shipped to Detroit markets since other workers 
packing the birds had complained they were diseased. 

Meanwhile, State investigators are making every effort to trace the diseased 
turkeys sold in Detroit. They said it would be impossible to distinguish them 
from healthy fowl, once they are removed from the packing cases. 

Eight persons employed at the farm who became ill after handling the turkeys 
have been stripped of their food handlers’ licenses. 

They will be examined to determine if their infection resulted from 
the diseased birds. 


ate 


in 


handling 


CITY MARKETS GET BIRDS MOSTLY FROM NORTHERN ARFAS 


Alfred Sagert, Midwest Poultry Co. owner and a member of the Detroit 
Butchers’ Association, said 90 percent of the turkeys sold in Detroit are shipped 
in from northern Michigan and Minnesota. 
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He said all the shipments, including those to eastern and western markets 
outlets, are subject to strict supverision by the Detroit Board of Health. 

He blamed fly-by-night merchants for the Farmington shipment here. 

“They did not make their purchases through regular business channels,” he 
said. 


Detroit retailers and top chains have a reputation for selling quality birds, he 
added. 


[From the Detroit Free Press, November 17, 1950] 
QUARANTINED BY STATE—DISEASED TURKEYS FOUND IN OAKLAND 


An Oakland County turkey farmer was charged by State officials with keeping 
a filthy and insanitary slaughterhouse. ‘ 
Kenneth Wein, who operates the Gold Crest Turkey Farm, Ten Mile and 
Inkster, was arraigned before Farmington Municipal Judge John J. Schulte, Jr. 
. * * ~ * * a 
Fred Rowlader, manager of the Detroit branch of the foods and standards divi- 
sion of the State agriculture department, said turkeys on the farm were found 
to be diseased. 
Rowlader said three girls employed at the farm slaughterhouse had become 
infected through handling the turkeys. 
Agriculture Department quarantined 10,000 fowls still at the farm. 
At the same time they seized 2,000 killed and dressed turkeys from the farm 
ata Walled Lake cold-storage plant. 
Specimens of both the live and dressed turkeys were taken to Agriculture 
Department laboratories in Lansing for examination. 
ae om * * * ~ s 


Wein, who pleaded innocent, will be given a hearing in Farmington Friday. 
The alleged violations were discovered by two investigators for the Agricul- 
ture Department, Carl Williams and Clyde Cottom. 


[From the Detroit Free Press, December 8, 1950] 
THREE HUNDRED TURKEYS FOUND DEAD NEAR ROMULUS 


A canvass of several turkey farms near Romulus failed to reveal who dumped 
an estimated 300 dead birds, valued at about $2,000, in a field near Wick Road, 
sanitation officials said. 

“Although diseased, the turkeys died of no ailment which could spread to 
humans,” Morton 8S. Hilbert, of the Wayne County Sanitation Department, said. 

The check, he said, uncovered nothing to indicate that the find might be part 
of the several thousand diseased turkeys still believed missing from the Gold 
Crest Turkey Farm, Farmington, quarantined just before Thanksgiving Day. 


{From the Detroit Free Press, November 19, 1950] 
REASSURE BUYERS OF TURKEYS—MostT Stores SELLING CERTIFIED BIRDS 


An around-the-clock search by State agriculture department investigators 
reduced to about 3,000 the turkeys believed to have been sold from the cholera- 
ridden Gold Crest Turkey Farm flock, Assistant Oakland County Prosecutor 
George Taylor announced. 


“We have no way of telling how many of those may be buried at the farm,” 
he added. 


* * * * * * * 


About 2,000 have been seized, some in a cold-storage plant at Walled Lake and 
about 500 were confiscated at the farm, Taylor said. 

Dr. Joseph G. Molner, Detroit health commissioner, said he believed no turkeys 
from the Gold Crest Farm had come to the Detroit market. 

“I’m sure none were marketed in Detroit through legitimate channels, because 
our inspectors said if turkeys could have reached Detroit consumers would 
be through bootlegging,” Molner said. 
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Meanwhile Kroger, Wrigley, and A. & P. stores declared that none of their 
turkeys is purchased locally. 

The A. & P. supply comes exclusively from Missouri and lowa. Kroger turkeys 
come from lowa and the West, mostly. Some turkeys are purchased in northern 
Michigan. Wrigley turkeys are purchased outside the State 

The cholera epidemic is confined exclusively to the Gold Crest Farm, it was 
pointed out. 

* * * * * * * 


Dr. John D. Groves, assistant State veterinarian, said that even infected birds 
could be safely eaten if they were thoroughly cooked. 

Taylor disclosed that medicine is being given to surviving birds in the est 
mated flock of 10,000. 

“This can all be cleaned up in about 30 days,” Taylor said. “Birds from this 
farm should be healthy and perfectly edible in time for the Christmas trade.” 

The missing fowls are somewhere in the Detroit area, Taylor said, although 
there is no way of determining if any are in markets within the Detroit city 
limits. 


INDIANAPOLIS, IND., May 10, 1956 
Senator James E. Murray, 


Chairman, Senate Labor and Public Welfare Committee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


The officers of the International Association of Milk and Food Sanitarians, Inc., 
representing membership of some 4,000, subscribe to the premise that the inspe« 
tion of poultry for wholesomeness should be done as a public health measure 
rather than as a marketing activity. We add our support to Senate Bill 3176 
and thank you for your support of it. 


Haroitp S. Apams, President. 


(Thereupon, at 12:15 p. m., the hearing was adjourned subject to 
the call of the Chair.) 


x 








